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INDONESIA BACKGROUNDER: A GUIDE TO THE 2004 ELECTIONS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Indonesia faces at least two and probably three 
national elections in 2004, including a presidential 
vote, but they are unlikely to bring fundamental 
change. Citizens are increasingly disillusioned with 
the half-decade of democracy and “money politics” 
they have experienced since the collapse of 
Soeharto’s authoritarian New Order. 

The first election, on 5 April 2004, will fill almost 
16,000 seats in legislatures at the national, provincial 
and district levels. The second, on 5 July 2004, will 
be its first direct presidential vote ever. If, as is 
almost certain, no candidate meets the criteria for 
election in the first round, a run-off between the top 
two vote-getters will take place on 20 September. 
The process needs to be completed before President 
Megawati Soekarnoputri's term expires on 20 
October. 

Public disillusionment with the performance of 
democratic government since the first post-
authoritarian election in 1999 has been spreading 
rapidly. The elected government is widely seen as 
having failed to cope with the massive challenges 
that the nation is facing. Elected politicians at all 
levels are commonly perceived as venal and corrupt. 
And the ordinary people who constitute the poor 
majority complain that democracy has not brought 
any improvement in their economic welfare. Indeed, 
a credible public opinion poll indicated that 58 per 
cent of respondents believe that conditions were 
better under Soeharto's New Order.1

 
 
1 Poll conducted in August 2003 by Indonesian Survey 
Institute (Lembaga Survei Indonesia: LSI). Saiful Mujani, 
Denny JA, M. Qodari, Survei Perilaku Pemilih Indonesia 
(Survey of Indonesian Voting Behaviour), Seri 1, August 
2003 (Lembaga Survei Indonesia, Jakarta, September 2003), 
p. 85. LSI is supported by the Japan International Cooperation 
Agency (JICA).  

Political reformers have called for a thorough 
overhaul of the constitution and the electoral system 
to ensure that leaders are responsive and accountable 
to the voters. The most important reform has been the 
adoption of direct presidential elections in place of 
the indirect system that was mired in the backroom 
dealing of political parties and “money politics”. 

Reform of elections to the legislatures has been more 
limited. Apart from the removal of appointed 
military and police representatives, those bodies will 
be elected through proportional representation, much 
the same way as before. The main difference is that 
the old province-based constituencies will be 
reduced in size in the large provinces so that 
representatives, theoretically at least, will be closer 
to their constituents. This limited reform, however, 
may entrench rather than overcome the political 
fragmentation that has bedevilled post-authoritarian 
democracy.  

Public opinion surveys indicate that the two leading 
parties in 1999 – President Megawati's PDI-P and 
Golkar, the party of the Soeharto government – are 
again likely to occupy the top positions. However, 
the polls suggest that many who voted for the 
underdog PDI-P in 1999 have been alienated by its 
behaviour and are returning to Golkar.  

Among potential presidential candidates, Megawati 
retains the most support, but the gap is narrowing. 
Golkar, however, has been unable to capitalise on its 
growing support because of inability to determine its 
presidential candidate. The party's chairman, Akbar 
Tanjung, is appealing against a three-year prison 
sentence for corruption. Meanwhile seven potential 
candidates (including Akbar) remain in the race for 
the party's nomination, which will be determined 
only in April 2004. 
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Six months ahead of the first round of the 
presidential election, four possible scenarios suggest 
themselves. 

 If the PDI-P clearly wins most votes, it is 
likely that Golkar will be satisfied with the 
vice-presidency and will join a coalition 
supporting the re-election of President 
Megawati. 

 If Golkar wins more votes than – or roughly 
the same number as – PDI-P, it is likely to 
nominate its own presidential candidate. 
Following Golkar's “pre-convention” in 
October 2003, retired General Wiranto has 
emerged as a leading candidate.  

 The second possibility, however, could lead to 
a nightmare for Golkar. If it nominates its own 
candidate, Megawati could respond by offering 
her party's vice-presidential nomination to a 
Golkar candidate, perhaps Akbar Tanjung or 
Coordinating Minister for People's Welfare 
Jusuf Kalla. This could not only split Golkar's 
votes, but lead to a major division within the 
party itself. 

 The PDI-P's nightmare scenario, on the other 
hand, follows from the first scenario above. A 
Megawati-Golkar team would almost certainly 
come out far ahead of its nearest rival in the 
first round of the presidential election 

although without sufficient support to win 
outright in that round. The candidate running 
second might take only 10 to 15 per cent of 
the votes but could then launch an “Anyone-
But-Mega” campaign in the second round. 
Such a campaign could mobilise Muslim votes 
against the secular-nationalist Megawati. The 
most dangerous potential run-off rival for 
Megawati would be the current chairman of 
the People's Consultative Assembly, Amien 
Rais, although his prospects of reaching the 
second round seem bleak. Another dangerous 
rival would be Coordinating Minister for 
Political and Security Affairs General (Ret.) 
Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono, if his tiny 
Democrat Party is able to secure the backing 
of one of the larger parties. In December 2003 
another possible challenger emerged, former 
President Soeharto’s eldest daughter, Siti 
Hardijanti Rukmana, but her chances look 
slim at this stage. 

Whatever the result of the presidential election, the 
next government will be based on a coalition of rival 
parties. In the absence of a strong leader capable of 
imposing cohesion on such a government, its 
performance will be hamstrung by many of the 
problems that hampered the previous three. 

Jakarta/Brussels, 18 December 2003 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Indonesians have been gradually losing much of their 
enthusiasm for democracy since the country’s first 
post-authoritarian general election in June 1999. 
Many observers noted the “euphoria” that 
accompanied that election, the first genuinely free 
one since 1955 in the early years of independence. 
But as the second post-authoritarian election 
approaches in 2004, the early hopes that democracy 
would take Indonesia into a new era of social order, 
prosperity and the rule of law have been largely 
disappointed. The Reformasi (Reform) slogan that 
was loudly proclaimed by the leading political forces 
during the first few post-Soeharto years is rarely 
heard today. Instead political discussion is dominated 
by accusations of corruption against the political 
elite, while people complain that living conditions 
are worse than during the authoritarian past.  

This does not mean that nothing has changed since 
the fall of Soeharto in 1998, however. Indonesians 
now enjoy extensive political freedoms – freedom to 
form political parties, freedom to organise, and 
freedom of the press. The extremely centralised 
authoritarian state has given way to a highly 
decentralised form of government. The military – 
while retaining a political presence – no longer 
overshadows all other political groups. But popular 
aspirations have been lowered drastically. There is 
no longer an expectation that free elections will lead 
to effective and accountable government. On the 
contrary, cynicism about the new political elite of 
elected politicians is almost universal. 

Since 1999 important revisions have been made in 
the constitution and electoral laws. Drawn-out debate 
over constitutional amendments eventually produced 
a drastic change in the way that the national 
leadership is elected. The president and vice 
president will no longer be chosen by a partly 
appointed electoral college but directly by the people 

in a national election. New laws have also been 
adopted to regulate elections to legislatures at the 
national and regional levels although the changes in 
this area have been much less drastic than those for 
election of the president. The final withdrawal from 
the legislatures of appointed members representing 
the military and police is important both symbolically 
and substantively. Regional autonomy laws have 
vastly expanded the powers of provincial and district 
governments. 

These changes, however, are unlikely to overcome 
the political fragmentation that has bedevilled 
democracy. In an ethnically, religiously and 
geographically diverse society, political parties tend 
to be identified with particular communities. 
Although national parties to some extent bring 
together diverse communities through ideology and 
patronage, the party system remains fragmented. Not 
only is it hard to imagine that any single party could 
win at the national level, but parties have been 
unable to work out durable coalition arrangements. 
The problem was overcome temporarily by the 
Abdurrahman Wahid and Megawati governments, 
which formed coalitions among all the significant 
parties in the parliament. This, however, only 
transferred parliamentary fragmentation to the 
cabinet where it has been a major obstacle to 
effective government. It also has been no guarantee 
of stability, as shown by the experience of President 
Wahid, whose short presidency ended with 
impeachment. A limited attempt has been made in 
the new legislation to provide incentives for 
coalition-building but this is only a first step. 

The outcome of the first round of presidential 
elections in 2004 is very uncertain. Although public 
opinion polls show President Megawati ahead, her 
support is declining.  
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II. ELECTORAL REFORM 

A. THE OLD SYSTEM 

Under the original 1945 constitution proclaimed at 
the beginning of Indonesia’s revolution against 
Dutch colonial rule and later re-introduced by 
President Soekarno in 1959, the president was 
elected by the partly-elected and partly-appointed 
People’s Consultative Assembly (Majelis 
Permusyawarahan Rakyat, MPR). The 1945 
constitution provided the legal basis for Soekarno’s 
authoritarian Guided Democracy and Soeharto’s 
even more authoritarian New Order. In practice the 
formal rules for election of the president made no 
difference to political realities before 1998. Soekarno 
had himself appointed for life before his overthrow 
while Soeharto was re-elected unanimously at six 
consecutive sessions of the MPR over 30 years. 

The 1945 constitution, which had acquired almost 
sacred status, remained in effect after Soeharto’s 
downfall in May 1998 but the way it operated 
changed drastically. Lacking legitimacy and 
credibility, the new president, B. J. Habibie, who 
had been Soeharto’s longest-serving minister, had 
little choice but to make democratic concessions. 
New political parties were allowed to form, popular 
demonstrations became routine, political prisoners 
were released, and restrictions on the press were 
lifted.  

These reforms culminated in the June 1999 general 
election – the first genuinely competitive vote since 
1955. The constitution provided for a national 
parliament (Dewan Perwakilan Rakyat, DPR) and 
regional parliaments (Dewan Perwakilan Rakyat 
Daerah, DPRD) at both the provincial and district 
levels, which were elected simultaneously every five 
years. Military and police officers were appointed to 
the DPR and DPRDs. The members of the DPR then 
constituted themselves as members of the MPR, 
together with appointed members representing the 
regions and “special groups” in society.  

Under Soeharto the additional members made up half 
the MPR, but after 1998 their number was reduced to 
200 out of 700, and the regional members were 
elected by the provincial assemblies. Apart from 
electing the president and vice president every five 
years, the MPR also laid down general guidelines for 
government policy. Following a series of 

constitutional amendments, the MPR no longer elects 
the president and has lost much of its original power.2

The 1999 election produced a DPR – and therefore 
an MPR – in which no single party enjoyed anything 
close to a majority. In these circumstances, the 
presidential election was far from the ceremonial 
affair it had become under Soeharto. It was an 
undignified scramble of behind-the-scenes deal-
making that resulted in the election of a president – 
Abdurrahman Wahid – who was the leader of a party 
that could claim only 8 per cent of the seats in the 
MPR.  

The deal, however, soon came unstuck, and 21 
months later Wahid was dismissed from office after a 
drawn-out constitutional process – an unimaginable 
outcome under Soeharto.3 Vice President Megawati 
Soekarnoputri replaced him in July 2001 to complete 
the remainder of the five-year term. 

These events showed that the 1945 constitution that 
had been regarded as “presidential” under 
authoritarian rule could operate in a “quasi-
parliamentary” way in democratic circumstances by 
dismissing a president who had lost the confidence 
of the parliament. This character was reinforced by 
several amendments made in successive sessions of 
the MPR between 1999 and 2001 that strengthened 
the authority of the DPR in such matters as law-
making, the appointment of ambassadors, and 
international agreements.  

B. DIRECT ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT 

In 2001 and especially 2002, however, the MPR 
restored to a considerable degree the constitution’s 
presidential character. In its 2001 session, it 
amended the constitution to provide for the direct 
election of the president and vice president, running 
as a team. However, the amendment imposed 

 
 
2 MPR functions are now limited to amending the 
constitution, making the final decision on the impeachment 
of the president or vice president, formally installing the 
president and vice president after election, selecting a new 
vice president if a mid-term vacancy occurs, and selecting a 
new president and vice president if both “stop” at the same 
time. Law No. 22/2003, “Susunan dan Kedudukan MPR, 
DPR, DPD and DPRD”, Article 11. 
3 The early stages of this process were reported in ICG 
Indonesia Briefing, Indonesia's Presidential Crisis, 21 
February 2001, and ICG Indonesia Briefing, Indonesia's 
Presidential Crisis: The Second Round, 21 May 2001. 
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conditions that made it very unlikely any team could 
win. The victorious pair was required to win at least 
50 per cent of the votes and 20 per cent in at least 
half the provinces. The latter provision was intended 
to ensure that Java, where nearly 60 per cent of the 
population lives, did not dominate the voting.  

But what to do if no ticket met the requirements? All 
agreed that a second round would be held between 
the two leaders, but there was disagreement over its 
form. President Megawati and her party, the 
Indonesian Democracy Party of Struggle (Partai 
Demokrasi Indonesia-Perjuangan, PDI-P) wanted 
the second round to be restricted to the MPR, in 
effect retaining the existing system. They argued that 
a second election would be too expensive, too 
difficult to organise, and might lead to heightened 
tensions and violence. The other side argued for a 
second direct election.  

The positions of the parties were usually expressed 
in terms of democratic principles and the need to 
maintain national unity. In fact, they reflected 
electoral calculations.  

The PDI-P, which from the beginning had little 
enthusiasm for a direct presidential election, 
calculated that it would once again lack the support 
to win in the first round. It preferred to restrict the 
second-round election to the MPR where, its 
opponents alleged, the vast financial resources it had 
accumulated as the party of the incumbent president 
could be used to win over sufficient votes. Potential 
challengers calculated that they would have a better 
chance in a repeat direct election to mobilise anti-
Megawati votes behind a single opposition candidate.  

At the 2002 MPR, however, the PDI-P itself was 
divided. Although one section, including the 
president’s husband, Taufik Kiemas, had reservations, 
another was convinced that a direct election had strong 
support in the country and persuaded President 
Megawati to accept it.4  

The provision that presidential and vice presidential 
candidates run as teams is a positive – although still 

 
4 Megawati's ambivalence was apparent when she explained 
that “If I were only General Chairwoman of the PDI-P, I 
would instruct the party to reject the amendments. But 
because I am at the same time also the president, I must also 
protect all the political forces”. Tempo, 11 August 2002. 
Earlier, she said during a visit to Slovakia that Indonesians 
“are not ready” to participate in a direct presidential election. 
Koran Tempo, 7 June 2002. 

limited – step towards reducing political 
fragmentation. Given that no party is likely to win 
anything close to half the votes, it provides a strong 
incentive for presidential candidates to select running 
mates not only from parties other than their own, but 
also from communities other than their own. There 
will be advantage for Javanese presidential candidates, 
for example, to team with non-Javanese and vice 
versa. Similarly, presidential candidates who do not 
have strong Islamic credentials will be inclined to 
seek vice-presidential partners who do. There is no 
guarantee that such alliances will be durable but at 
least the rules encourage cooperation. 

The DPR eventually adopted the Law on the Election 
of the President and Vice President (Law No. 
23/2003), which regulates the election process in 
more detail. In the parliamentary debate, the larger 
parties, especially PDI-P and Golkar, expressed 
concern that too many parties would nominate 
candidates and thus confuse voters and complicate 
the voting process. They proposed that only parties 
gaining at least 20 per cent of the votes in the general 
election for the DPR have the right to nominate 
presidential candidates – implying that theoretically 
there could be no more than five candidates and, on 
the basis of the 1999 election results, only two: PDI-
P and Golkar.  

This was naturally resisted by the other parties, and 
a compromise limited the right to nominate to 
parties winning 3 per cent of the seats (i.e. 16 seats) 
or 5 per cent of the votes, although in later elections 
the limits would be raised to 15 per cent of seats or 
20 per cent of votes.  

One implication of this decision is that the general 
election for the DPR will have to be held before the 
presidential election. The law provides that parties 
must nominate their presidential and vice-presidential 
teams no later than seven days after announcement of 
the DPR election results. 

Another contested provision of the law listed 
qualifications for candidates. Several proposed 
qualifications seemed designed to eliminate 
particular individuals. Golkar proposed that all 
candidates should be university graduates – a 
requirement that would have excluded Megawati. 
The PDI-P supported disqualification of candidates 
“either charged with, or convicted of, crimes carrying 
penalties of five or more years imprisonment”. The 
Golkar general chairman and likely presidential 
candidate, Akbar Tanjung, is appealing against a 
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three-year prison sentence following his September 
2002 conviction in a corruption case. The charge 
carried a potential sentence of more than five years.  

Former President Abdurrahman Wahid, a likely 
candidate of the National Awakening Party (Partai 
Kebangkitan Bangsa, PKB), was widely seen as the 
target of a provision that required candidates to 
undergo a medical examination to determine their 
physical and mental capacities to carry out their 
responsibilities. And former President Habibie, an 
unlikely candidate who now lives in Germany, 
would have been excluded by a requirement of 
residence in Indonesia. In the end, compromises left 
all likely candidates in the race. 5

C. ELECTION OF LEGISLATURES 

A major criticism of the old laws was that they failed 
to provide mechanisms to make members of 
legislatures accountable to the voters. Under the 
proportional representation system based on 
province-wide constituencies that has always been 
used, voters simply voted for parties rather than 
individuals. Especially in the large provinces of Java 
there was little incentive for successful candidates to 
keep in touch with voters who did not even need to 
know who the candidates were. Reform groups have 
advocated replacement of this system with single-
member constituencies. This, however, has not 
attracted support from the major parties, whose 
power has been reinforced by their role in selecting 
candidates.  

Following the constitutional amendments completed 
in 2002, a new set of electoral laws was adopted. The 
Law on General Elections retains the proportional 
representation system while introducing limited 
reforms aimed at making MPs more accountable.6 
One is reduction of the size of the larger 
constituencies. Thus, while the smaller provinces will 
continue to constitute single constituencies for the 

 
5 The educational qualification was lowered to a high school 
certificate. Being charged with a criminal offence carrying a 
penalty of more than five years imprisonment no longer 
prevented someone from becoming president: a conviction 
had to be upheld by a final appeal court. Finally, it was 
deemed sufficient for a candidate to be physically and 
mentally capable without necessarily undergoing a medical 
examination.  
6 Undang-Undang Nomor 12 Tahun 2003 tentang Pemilihan 
Umum Anggota Dewan Perwakilan Rakyat, Dewan 
Perwakilan Daerah, dan Dewan Perwakilan Rakyat Daerah. 

national election, the larger provinces will be 
divided. In the DPR elected in 1999, the largest 
provinces – West Java, Central Java, and East Java – 
had 82, 60 and 68 seats respectively. Under the new 
law, each constituency will contain between three 
and twelve seats. The number will vary with 
population so that each member of the DPR will 
represent between 325,000 and 425,000 people.  

The government’s original bill proposed that the 
“closed list” version of proportional representation, 
used in 1999 and throughout the New Order period, 
be replaced by an “open list”. In the old system, 
voters simply selected a party while the allocations of 
seats was determined according to a list of candidates 
nominated by the party. It had been criticised because 
it allowed the national party leaders to determine the 
candidates, who tended to be clients of the bosses in 
Jakarta and provincial capitals.  

Under the “open list” system, voters first select their 
party and then their own preferred candidates from 
among the party’s list. A major argument in favour of 
this system was that it would break the grip of 
unresponsive national leaders at party headquarters. 
Candidates would be forced to appeal to voters rather 
than hide behind party labels. The assumption, of 
course, is that voters would be sufficiently familiar 
with candidates to make sensible judgements among 
them. But opponents doubted that voters, especially 
in national constituencies representing some 400,000 
people, really would know the individual candidates 
and what they stood for, except perhaps for 
entertainment or sport celebrities.  

Further, by forcing candidates from the same party 
to compete with each other, the “open list” system 
was expected to aggravate factionalism. There were 
also reservations about the practicality of the 
proposal, especially among less-educated voters. If 
voters were required to select both a party and 
individual candidates not only for the DPR but also 
for the provincial and district DPRDs as well as vote 
in the election for the new Regional Representative 
Council (Dewan Perwakilan Daerah, DPD), it might 
take a very long time for each to exercise his or her 
democratic right, the likelihood of mistakes would 
be high, and vote counting would be complicated.  

The PDI-P, the largest party in the DPR, preferred 
the old system but in the end compromised. Although 
the law describes the system as proportional with an 
“open list”, it is not very different in practice from its 
predecessor. Voters can make two choices. They will 
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select their party and may then choose one candidate 
from its list. Alternatively a voter may just choose a 
party without selecting a candidate, but if he or she 
selects only a candidate, not a party, the vote will be 
invalid. Since it is quite likely that most voters, 
especially in rural areas, will just vote for a party 
without choosing between candidates, the “closed 
list” system will in effect continue to a large extent. It 
is also not improbable that many confused voters will 
vote for a party but then choose a candidate from 
another party, thus invalidating the ballot. The large 
parties are therefore likely to urge their supporters to 
vote just for the party. 

All candidates in the general election must be 
nominated by an eligible party. The 1999 general 
election law had provided that only those parties that 
won at least 2 per cent of the seats in the DPR or 3 
per cent in DPRDs at the provincial or district levels 
in half the provinces and half the districts could 
contest the 2004 election. In the 1999 election, only 
six parties qualified to contest in 2004. However, 
parties that failed to meet these criteria are permitted 
to merge with other parties or to dissolve themselves 
and form new parties which must then meet criteria 
established in the new general election law. Parties 
must have “full leadership” in at least two thirds of 
the provinces and two thirds of the districts within 
those provinces and meet minimum membership 
requirements. 24 parties have met these criteria and 
are eligible to contest the general elections.  

The rationale for the restrictions on participation is 
fear that hundreds of tiny parties might contest the 
election and thus confuse voters. In view of the 
adoption of a voting system that requires the listing 
of all candidates, in contrast to previous elections 
that only required voters to choose a party, the ballot 
could be extremely long. If 40 parties were to 
contest a ten-seat constituency, for example, there 
could be 400 candidates. It needs to be remembered 
that voters will be choosing not just the national 
DPR but also provincial and district DPRDs and the 
new DPD. This would challenge a highly educated 
electorate with a long history of competitive 
elections, let alone a society like Indonesia where 
most voters have not completed high school and 
have voted in only one genuinely contested election.7

  
7 In simulated voting trials conducted in various provinces 
by the Centre for Electoral Reform, 33 per cent of votes were 
invalidated, including 54.7 per cent in a district in Jakarta. 
Jakarta Post, 24 October 2003. In Keerom district in Papua, 

The constitutional changes of 2002 also created the 
new Regional Representatives Council (DPD), that 
together with the parliament will form the re-
constituted MPR. This council, however, is not a 
Senate-like component of a true bicameral system 
in which both houses exercise more or less 
equivalent powers. The DPD can propose, discuss 
and monitor laws relating to regional autonomy, 
centre-regional relations, the formation and merger 
of regions, management of natural and other 
economic resources, and the financial relations 
between regions and the centre. It can also discuss 
and monitor laws relating to the budget and laws 
concerned with taxation, education, and religion 
and can make recommendations to the DPR on 
these issues. It cannot, however, veto legislation 
adopted by the DPR.8  

Each province regardless of size will have four 
representatives elected at the same time as the DPR. 
The constitution provides that elections to the DPR 
(and the regional DPRDs) can only be contested by 
parties, while the DPD elections can only be contested 
by unaffiliated individuals. In order to ensure that 
candidates genuinely represent their region (in contrast 
to “regional representatives” in the Soeharto-era 
MPR who often lived in Jakarta), the law requires 
residence in the province for the previous three years 
or for at least ten years after the age of seventeen.  

D. MORE OF THE SAME? 

Those who had hoped the electoral reforms would 
bring about basic changes in the form of government 
are bound to be disappointed. A directly-elected 
president will enjoy more legitimacy than one who 
emerged from deals in the MPR. But an assessment 
of likely candidates in 2004 shows that it is unlikely 
a new style of leadership will arise from the electoral 
process. The next president will almost certainly be 
nominated by an already-entrenched party, and the 
new government will be based on a fractious 
coalition of rival parties. The president will not be as 
vulnerable to impeachment as before but would, if 
so inclined, still find it difficult to force through 
reforms against the wishes of the main parties and 
the interests they represent. The legislatures, both 
national and regional, will undergo even less reform 
than the presidency.  

 
the percentage was 50.4 per cent. Koran Tempo, 15 October 
2003, Jakarta Post, 24 October 2003. 
8 Article 22 of the amended constitution. 
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III. PARTIES 

The general election for the DPR in 2004 is unlikely 
to produce a very different result from 1999 when 
the PDI-P came out on top with 33.76 per cent of the 
national vote, followed by Golkar with 22.46 per 
cent. Well behind were PKB with 12.62 per cent, the 
United Development Party (Partai Persatuan 
Pembangunan, PPP) with 10.72 per cent and the 
National Mandate Party (Partai Amanat Nasional, 
PAN) with 7.12 per cent. Three more parties won 
more than 1 per cent: the Crescent and Star Party 
(Partai Bulan Bintang, PBB) with 1.94 per cent, the 
Justice Party (Partai Keadilan, PK) with 1.36 per 
cent and the Justice and Unity Party (Partai 
Keadilan dan Persatuan, PKP)9 with 1.01 per cent. 
The remaining 9 per cent was divided among 40 tiny 
parties of which fourteen obtained seats in the DPR.  

PDI-P and Golkar are again expected to be the 
leading parties, but the gap between them is likely 
to be narrower. Some even expect Golkar to outpoll 
PDI-P in April 2004. The PDI-P, however, expects 
to have an advantage in the presidential election 
because Megawati is widely perceived to be more 
popular than her party (although this is not 
confirmed by one major opinion poll).10 Rivalries 
within Golkar have not only prevented it from 
picking its presidential candidate, but there are 
doubts about whether it will contest the race at all. 
The PAN leader, Amien Rais, seems likely to 
contest the presidency seriously but his chances are 
slight. The other significant parties, PPP and PKB, 
are more likely to concentrate on bargaining for the 
vice presidency although there is speculation the 
latter might nominate Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono, 
Megawati's Co-ordinating Minister for Political and 
Security Affairs for president. 

A. PDI-P 

The PDI-P’s presidential candidate in 2004 will be 
Megawati Soekarnoputri, the incumbent president 
and party leader. The daughter of Indonesia’s first 
president, Megawati became one of the main 
symbols of resistance to Soeharto in the 1990s 
 
 

 

9 PKP was established by two former commanders of the 
armed forces, General (and former Vice President) Try 
Sutrisno and General Edi Sudradjat, after they failed to gain 
control of Golkar in 1998. 
10 LSI poll. See fn.1 above. 

although she did not herself play a significant role in 
his overthrow. The PDI-P's main base of support lies 
in that part of Javanese society that puts more 
emphasis on Javanese than exclusive Islamic 
identity. Outside Java it attracts support from 
Muslims reluctant to engage in exclusive Islamic 
politics as well as from non-Muslim communities. 
Although most of its leadership is Muslim, reflecting 
that Muslims are 87 per cent of the population, it 
includes Christians. 

After emerging as the leading party in the 1999 
election, it suffered the ignominy of seeing its 
leader fail to win sufficient support from other 
parties in the MPR to claim the presidency which 
she thought was rightfully hers.  

As president, Megawati has been able to restore a 
measure of calm to the political scene. In contrast to 
her predecessor, who faced continuous challenges 
aimed at forcing him from power, Megawati has not 
been seriously threatened. But her leadership has 
been deeply disappointing, not only for those who 
had once upheld her as a beacon of reformasi but 
also for those who had hoped she would use the 
opportunity provided by relative political stability to 
tackle some of the country’s enormous problems. 
Her administration lacks cohesion and continues to 
be marked by the absence of a sense of urgency in 
dealing with blatant corruption, economic stagnation, 
communal violence, and terrorism. 

Public-opinion surveys and anecdotal evidence 
suggest that the president has lost much support 
among urban middle-class voters. Megawati does 
not hold press conferences and her speeches tend to 
be platitudinous. On the rare occasions when she 
speaks off-the-cuff, she often confirms doubts about 
her grip on issues. Conversations with government 
insiders suggest not only that she has very limited 
understanding of policy but also that she has little 
inclination to learn.  

Her party’s standing has suffered as well. PDI-P 
politicians have acquired a reputation for corruption. 
Kwik Kian Gie, a senior party leader and cabinet 
minister, admitted that “the largest corruption is 
committed by my party”.11 PDI-P leaders do not 
deny the poor quality of the party’s members, 
including those elected to the national and regional 
legislatures. Party Secretary-General Sutjipto 
acknowledged that not a few of the party’s cadres 

 
11 Jakarta Post, 18 February 2003. 
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have had problems with the law. This, he explained, 
was because of the circumstances of the emergence 
of Megawati’s faction in the wake of the New Order. 
The party just accepted anyone. “So, the ones we got 
were recidivists, yes former thieves, yes former 
whores…”.12  

Another party leader used the Javanese term aji 
mumpung (making the most of an opportunity) to 
describe the attitude of many members elected to 
regional legislatures or as regional executives.13 On 
one widely reported occasion, two PDI-P members 
of the DPR returned envelopes containing 
U.S.$1,000, which they claimed had been given by 
a government agency to PDI-P members of a 
parliamentary commission in order to gain their 
support for the divestment of a state bank. The 
implication was that others had kept the money.14  

The PDI-P has lost its image as the party of the 
wong cilik (the small people) and is likely to lose 
votes among the urban poor, who have seen no 
improvement in their circumstances since Megawati 
took power. The reduction of fuel subsidies has 
increased prices, while many have become victims 
of slum clearance projects. It is not clear how much 
rural support PDI-P has lost, however, and 
Megawati herself seems to have retained the respect 
of many voters outside the main cities. Her capacity 
to mobilise her party's traditional bases of support, 
especially in Java and among religious minorities, 
will be crucial for her re-election chances. 

B. GOLKAR 

As noted above, party chairman Akbar Tanjung was 
convicted in a corruption case in September 2002 
and sentenced to three years imprisonment. His 
appeal to the High Court failed in January 2003 but 
he is free while awaiting the decision on his final 
appeal to the Supreme Court.15  

Golkar found a novel way to respond to the 
difficulties it faced in naming its presidential 
candidate, coming up with the idea of a long-running 

 

 

12 Koran Tempo, 6 March 2003. 
13 ICG interview with Pramono Anung Wibowo, PDI-P 
deputy secretary-general, October 2003. 
14 Koran Tempo, 23 and 24 September 2002. 
15 The corruption charges relate to his alleged role, as state 
secretary in the government of President Habibie, in 
diverting government funds to Golkar in the months 
preceding the 1999 general election. 

“convention” process. It presents this as a democratic 
innovation that will allow grassroots party members 
to play a decisive role in selecting the candidate. By 
this means it hopes partially to rehabilitate its image 
as a key component of Soeharto’s authoritarianism.  

Each of Golkar’s 416 district branches was given the 
opportunity to propose five candidates to 30 
provincial “pre-conventions”, which then each 
selected five candidates from among those proposed 
by the district branches. This was followed by a 
national “pre-convention” in October 2003, which 
was initially intended to select five of the candidates 
who were proposed by at least five provinces. 
Finally the candidate would be selected at the 
“convention” initially planned for February 2004, 
two months before the general election. The rules, 
however, were changed in mid-stream when a 
national leadership meeting in October 2003 decided 
that all seven candidates proposed by the provincial 
pre-conventions would remain in the race. The 
meeting also decided that the final selection would 
be delayed until mid-April 2004, after the general 
election and only a little more than two months 
before the presidential election due on 5 July.  

The final convention will be attended by 534 
delegates.16 Despite its democratic pretensions, the 
convention process is widely seen as a ploy (akal-
akal-an) by Akbar Tanjung to delay selection of 
Golkar’s presidential candidate until after the 
Supreme Court has decided his case and thus allow 
him to be nominated if his conviction is overturned.17 
Akbar’s supporters were behind the move to 
postpone the final selection from February 2004 to 
April to allow more time for a court decision.  

The convention process itself, however, has involved 
risks for Akbar. In order to reinforce its attempt to 
build a new image as open and democratic, the party 
even permitted non-members to compete for the 
nomination. By August 2003, the party had identified 
nineteen candidates, and Akbar faced the possibility 
that a candidate might prove more popular than 

 
16 These will include eighteen members of the central 
leadership board (who will vote as a bloc for one candidate), 
90 representatives of the provinces (three from each of the 
30 provinces, with each province voting as a bloc), ten from 
affiliated organisations and one representative from each of 
416 district branches 
17 As a party deputy chairmen, Fahmi Idris, said in a 
television interview on the morning of the pre-convention, 
“if I am asked whether it is a ploy, it is difficult for me to 
deny it”. RCTI interview, 'Nuansa Pagi', 21 October 2003. 
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himself. In the first round of the selection process in 
which district branches proposed five names, three 
newcomers received more nominations than Akbar. 
Of 370 districts for which data was available, 324 
had included former armed forces commander, 
General Wiranto, 321 media tycoon Surya Paloh,18 
303 the chairman of the Indonesian Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry (Kadin), Aburizal Bakrie, 
and only 301 Akbar.19 Wiranto topped the list in 124 
districts, followed by Akbar in 91, Surya Paloh in 64, 
Co-ordinating Minister for People's Welfare Jusuf 
Kalla in 40, the Sultan of Yogyakarta in 26, Aburizal 
Bakrie in 21, and former Army Strategic Reserve 
Command (Kostrad) commander, Lt. General 
Prabowo Subianto, in only four.20  

These nominations were then carried to the 
provincial level where district leaders joined 
provincial officials to propose five names to the 
national pre-convention. Of the seven who met the 
minimum requirement of nomination by at least five 
provinces, Aburizal Bakrie headed the list with 
nominations from 28 of the 30 provinces, followed 
by Surya Paloh with 27, Wiranto with 25, Akbar 
Tanjung with 23, Jusuf Kalla with 20, Prabowo 
Subianto with 14 and the Sultan of Yogyakarta with 
seven.21 These results indicated that drastic changes 
had taken place since the voting at district level, most 
dramatically in Central Java where Akbar – second at 
the district level – was not among the five nominated 
to the national pre-convention. Wiranto, who had led 
the district voting, fell to fourth, while Prabowo leapt 
from seventh to top place with 45 of the 47 votes.22

Allegations of vote-buying were made by both 
disadvantaged candidates and observers. How could 
two business tycoons, Aburizal Bakrie and Surya 
Paloh, with no track record as Golkar leaders or 
government officials, have led the field with support 
from almost all provinces? How could Wiranto, a 
newcomer to Golkar politics, have won such 
widespread support? And how did Prabowo achieve 
such a spectacular advance between district and 
provincial selections in Central Java? The answer 
appeared to be money.23 If indeed votes were sold, 
there is no certainty that strong support at the 

  
18 An Acehnese, Surya Paloh owns the Media Indonesia 
newspaper group and Metro TV. 
19 Kompas, 19 October 2003. 
20 Kompas, 25 October 2003. 
21 Kompas, 19 October 2003. 
22 Tempo, 26 October 2003. 
23 Tempo, 5 May 2003. 

provincial level will guarantee success in the final 
selection at the national level in April 2004. 

Campaigning for the nomination was very expensive. 
Surya Paloh travelled in a private plane, while 
Wiranto, Jusuf Kalla and Aburizal Bakrie reportedly 
chartered aircraft.24 “The smell of money politics in 
the elections of bupati (district heads) and walikota 
(mayors) is strong enough, even more so in the 
election of a president”, said Oetojo Oesman, 
chairman of the convention committee and a former 
cabinet minister. “Logically, if the election of a 
governor costs M, for a president it could reach T. 
But can this be proved in law?”25  

 One Golkar deputy chairmen, Fahmi Idris, pointed 
out that regional party leaders “tend to support 
candidates who can provide financial assistance”.26 
A Golkar leader in West Java reportedly said that 
several district branches had submitted proposals for 
assistance of more than Rp. one billion (U.S.$ 
120,000). “There are even some who in a vulgar way 
set a price for assistance of up to Rp. five billion”, he 
added.27  

Some candidates found the costs too high and 
withdrew. An early casualty was the prominent 
Muslim intellectual and rector of Paramadina Mulya 
University, Nurcholish Madjid. Never a Golkar 
member, he had been persuaded by friends and 
admirers to take up the party’s offer to consider non-
member candidates. Some Golkar officials saw his 
involvement as a means to clean up the party image. 
Nurcholish was attracted to Golkar because it seemed 
to be the only party with a modern structure that 
could reach people throughout the country. He 
proposed a ten-point program for good government 
and began a speaking tour to present his visi (vision) 
and misi (mission). But he found that the Golkar 
officials were primarily interested in what they called 
gizi (nutrition i.e. money). At the end of July 2003 
and feeling increasingly uncomfortable in the Golkar 
milieu, he announced that his own agenda would be 
compromised if he continued to participate in the 
convention process.28

 
24 Kompas, 12 September 2003. 
25 Kompas, 30 July 2003. M referred to miliar (billions of 
rupiah) and T to triliun (trillions of rupiah). 
26 Koran Tempo, 16 July 2003. 
27 Kompas, 17 September 2003. 
28 Kompas, 31 July 2003. 
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The immediate reason for the party’s decision to 
allow all seven candidates to stay in the race and 
postpone the final decision until April 2004 was the 
Sultan of Yogyakarta's plan to withdraw and avoid 
the humiliation of defeat. His withdrawal could have 
had a negative impact on the Golkar vote in Central 
Java in the general election. Another possible loser 
may have been Jusuf Kalla, the only candidate from 
eastern Indonesia, which was a Golkar stronghold in 
1999. A no less important consideration was the 
need to avoid the risk that unsuccessful candidates 
might withdraw their support for Golkar and even 
transfer their allegiance elsewhere in the general 
election. As long as they remained in the race the 
seven – all extraordinarily wealthy – were expected 
to continue to channel funds to Golkar.  

C. PKB  

The PKB was established in 1998 by the Nahdatul 
Ulama (NU), the “traditionalist” Islamic 
organisation that has roots in rural Java but also 
branches in other parts of Indonesia. The NU claims 
more than 30 million members. In contrast to the 
“modernists”, who rely on the original sources of 
Islam (the Koran and the Hadith, or the sayings and 
behaviour of the Prophet Mohammed), traditionalist 
teachings are derived from the authoritative 
interpretations of successive generations of scholars. 
The NU’s organisation is based on a network of 
thousands of mainly rural religious schools 
(pesantren) headed by religious scholars (kiai). 
Under Abdurrahman Wahid since the early 1980s, 
the NU’s approach to religion has been pluralist and 
tolerant, rejecting the goal of establishing an Islamic 
state to implement sharia law.  

After the fall of Soeharto, NU leaders formed a new 
party, the PKB, not restricted to NU members but 
open even to non-Muslims. Under Wahid, the PKB 
is overwhelmingly run by NU members, although 
several branches in predominantly Christian regions 
such as North Sulawesi and East Nusa Tenggara are 
headed by Christians. Not all NU members support 
the PKB, however. Indeed, the current PPP vice 
president and general chairman, Hamzah Haz, 
belongs to NU, as do some from other parties such 
as Golkar and PDI-P. 

The poor performance of Wahid as president makes 
it unlikely that PKB will be given a second chance 
of forming a government. As the 2004 elections 
approach, some NU kiai are exploring ways of 

nominating Hasyim Muzadi, Wahid’s successor as 
NU leader, for the presidency, instead of Wahid, 
who now heads the party’s Religious Council 
(Dewan Syuro). One possibility is that Wahid might 
be declared ineligible to run on health grounds, 
particularly his near blindness. One fear is that 
Wahid might be seeking a candidate from outside 
the NU rather than Hasyim. He occasionally says he 
will not run and is apparently attempting to persuade 
Soesilo Bambang Yudhoyono to accept the 
nomination.29  

The division within the PKB came to a head in 
September 2003 when Wahid decided to “reposition” 
the party secretary general, Saifullah Jusuf.30 He 
made a series of accusations against Saifullah mainly 
concerning unwillingness to carry out instructions. 
However, a divided leadership voted 18 to 17 to 
postpone Saifullah’s “repositioning” until after the 
elections – an indication Wahid no longer dominates 
the party.31  

Without NU backing, the PKB would have little 
chance of improving its electoral performance in 
2004. Many in the party would prefer to concentrate 
on the vice presidency. The cautious Hasyim is an 
unlikely president but he could be an attractive 
partner for Megawati or whoever becomes Golkar’s 
presidential candidate. 

D. PPP 

The PPP, together with the PDI, participated as one 
of the two minor parties in the New Order elections 
against Golkar. Unlike the PDI, which was 
superseded by PDI-P following the fall of Soeharto, 
it has remained more or less intact. 32

 
29 ICG interview with senior PKB leader, October 2003. A 
national working conference in May 2003 of the party 
proposed that Wahid be nominated as the presidential 
candidate together with several “alternative” candidates 
including Hasyim Muzadi and Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono. 
Tempo, 8 June 2003. 
30 Saifullah, who is Wahid’s nephew, had been a PDI-P 
member of the DPR until 2002 when he crossed to PKB and 
contested the presidency of the party against his uncle’s 
preferred candidate, former foreign minister, Alwi Shihab. 
31 Kompas, 28 September 2003. 
32 The PPP was the product of a forced merger in 1973 of 
Muslim parties, of which the traditionalist NU and the 
modernist Indonesian Muslim Party (Partai Muslimin 
Indonesia: Parmusi) were the most important. To this day the 
party’s older generation is divided along NU-Parmusi lines. 
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In December 1998 the party elected Hamzah Haz as 
the first NU member to be its general chairman. 
Hamzah, however, comes from West Kalimantan and 
is not part of the East Java-based NU elite. He served 
in the DPR through most of the New Order period. 
During the 1999 campaign, he called on Muslims not 
to vote for Megawati on the grounds that Islam did 
not permit a woman to lead the government, but in 
2001, after she had replaced Wahid, he accepted her 
endorsement for vice president. Megawati threw her 
support behind Hamzah not because his party 
wielded great influence in the MPR but because he 
was not considered a potential threat. The Indonesian 
constitution provides for automatic succession of the 
vice president if the president loses office. Megawati 
apparently believed she would be safer with Hamzah 
as her deputy rather than the other leading 
candidates, Akbar Tanjung and Susilo Bambang 
Yudhoyono. In contrast to them, Hamzah lacked 
credibility as a potential president and was unlikely 
to be able to mobilise support against her. 

Hamzah Haz is sometimes portrayed in the 
international media as a radical fundamentalist. His 
party, for example, was among those that 
unsuccessfully proposed that a phrase from the 
Jakarta Charter be inserted in the constitution in 
2002.33 A casual comment of his following the 11 
September 2001 attacks was widely misinterpreted as 
saying that the U.S. deserved what it got. More 
recently, when pressed by journalists on why he had 
not condemned terrorism more strongly, he accused 
the U.S. of being “the king of terrorists” in a context 
where he was referring to the Iraq war. He often 
claimed there were “no terrorists in Indonesia” and 
had friendly meetings with the leaders of the three 
most prominent radical Islamic organisations, the 
Laskar Jihad, the Islamic Defenders Front and 
Jemaah Islamiyah, including a visit to the Laskar 
Jihad leader in prison.34 Hamzah, however, said that 
he had been asked by the president to approach the 
three radicals and then felt betrayed when the Laskar 
Jihad leader was arrested.35 He believes that moderate 
Muslims should maintain contact with the radicals in 
order to encourage them to be more accommodating. 

 

 

33 The Jakarta Charter was drawn up in 1945. The relevant 
phrase makes it obligatory for Muslims to carry out their 
religious duties. 
34 Following his visit to the Laskar Jihad leader, Ja’afar 
Umar Thalib, in prison on 7 May 2002, he accepted an 
invitation to open the annual meeting of the Laskar Jihad. 
Straits Times, 14 May 2002. 
35 Tempo, 13 May 2003.  

In fact Hamzah is far from an ideological radical – as 
shown by his long career as a party politician during 
the New Order era. Most of his statements should be 
read in political context as attempts to win support 
from more radical groups. But, as one PPP member 
of the DPR explained, “Hamzah is very different 
from the Golkar leader, Akbar Tanjung, who 
calculates the political impact of his every word. 
Hamzah just speaks spontaneously without giving 
much thought to how his statements might be 
interpreted by others”.36 Although the party formally 
supports the introduction of Islamic law, its day-to-
day aspirations are more mundane. Like the other 
main parties it maintains its own patronage network 
and wants to win more seats in the parliament, have 
more members appointed as ministers and 
bureaucrats, win positions in regional government, 
and channel more contracts to its business supporters. 

Hamzah’s tendency to take a radical stance may also 
be influenced by the factional rivalries within his 
party. His election as general chairman in 1998 
followed a hard-fought battle. In 2002, the popular 
preacher, Zainuddin MZ, led a group out of the PPP 
and established the new Star Reform Party (Partai 
Bintang Reformasi), among the deputy chairmen of 
which is Mahendradatta, a lawyer who has 
specialised in defending Muslim radicals accused of 
violence. At the party conference in May 2003, he 
faced a stiff challenge from the Minister of Social 
Welfare, Bakhtiar Chamsiah, who refused to take a 
position on the party board after his defeat. At that 
conference, Hamzah placed two retired military 
officers in the party leadership. The former head of 
the military’s social-political structure, Lt. General 
Yunus Yosfiah, was elected general secretary, and 
Lt. General Andi Ghalib, Attorney General under 
President Habibie, was elected to the central board. 

The PPP is unlikely to contest the presidency 
seriously, but Hamzah has made it clear that he is 
willing to consider an alliance with other parties.37

E. PAN 

PAN's origins are in the Muhammadiyah, the 
“modernist” Islamic rival to the NU. Its leader, 
Amien Rais, a professor of political science from 
Gajah Mada University in Yogyakarta, became the 
chairman of the Muhammadiyah in the 1990s and 

 
36 Interview with PPP member of DPR, October 2003. 
37 Kompas, 25 September 2003. 
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was in the vanguard of the anti-New Order 
movement. Following the collapse of the Soeharto 
government, he was approached to lead a new 
Muslim party that eventually became the PBB, and 
then by elements within PPP who saw in him a means 
to ride the wave of reformasi and discard its New 
Order image. Amien, who had previously largely 
restricted himself to Islamic circles and seemed 
suspicious of Christians and other non-Muslims, 
rejected these approaches and opted to form a new 
party not based on Islam. Whatever their reservations 
about him in the months leading to the fall of 
Soeharto, Amien's outspoken courage in confronting 
the president won the admiration of many liberal 
reformers, who began to see him as an alternative 
national leader. It was in these circumstances in 
1998 that PAN was born. 

Amien's decision was based on rational political 
grounds. By taking over the PBB or PPP, he could 
have brought his Muhammadiyah supporters into a 
party with a solid base in the modernist Islamic 
community. But such a party, he calculated, would 
be doomed to permanent opposition. Amien saw that 
the only path to power lay in co-operation with 
nationalist political forces that would be reluctant if 
he retained his narrow Islamic image. PAN, 
therefore, became an “open” party, which included 
non-Muslims although its main base remained in the 
Muhammadiyah. PAN, however, remained divided 
between those, including Amien, who were 
committed to preserving this open nature and a larger 
group of activists who were reluctant to sacrifice 
what they saw as Islamic principles. In early 2001, 
several of the Islamic moderates and Christians left 
the party, but Amien succeeded in preventing it from 
reverting to an essentially Islamic platform.  

Unlike Muslim leaders such as Hamzah Haz and 
Hasyim Murzadi, Amien shows no interest in the 
vice presidency. He knows that his only chance of 
winning the presidency is to finish second in the first 
round of the presidential election. Facing the reality 
that it is barely imaginable that the Islamic parties 
would join to nominate him, he is seeking an alliance 
with a strong nationalist and has announced that he 
would like to recruit a running mate from the military 
– an institution that has never shown enthusiasm for 
him.38 In June 2003, he listed ten potential partners, 
only two of whom were retired officers – Susilo 
Bambang Yudhoyono and Lt. General Agum 

 
 

38 Kompas, 13 September 2003. 

Gumelar, the current Minister of Transport and an 
early unsuccessful aspirant for the Golkar 
nomination.39

F. THE SMALL PARTIES 

Most of the tiny parties – Indonesians call them 
gurem, chicken-flea parties – will have no impact on 
the results. Even if they win a few seats in the DPR 
or DPRDs, they will fail to reach the threshold of 3 
per cent of seats or 5 per cent of votes to entitle them 
to nominate presidential candidates. Four parties, 
however, might have some marginal significance. 

The new Democratic Party (Partai Demokrat, PD) 
was formed in 2001 as a vehicle for General Susilo 
Bambang Yudhoyono, who was the driving force 
behind reform in the armed forces after the fall of 
Soeharto but, perhaps for that reason, failed to win 
widespread support within the military. After 
retiring, he was appointed as Co-ordinating Minister 
for Political and Security Affairs in the governments 
of both Abdurrahman and Megawati. Among those 
initially considered by Golkar, he made it clear that 
he was unwilling to seek its nomination.  

More “civilian” in outlook than most military officers, 
his strength is his personal popularity, shown in 
opinion polls, but his weakness is his tiny party, 
lacking an entrenched nationwide machine. For that 
reason, Yudhoyono seems willing to consider PKB 
approaches although his nomination could split that 
party. He is also among those being considered by 
the PDI-P as a running mate for Megawati, although 
conventional wisdom suggests that as a Javanese, 
he would add less than a partner from the Outer 
Islands. Like Amien Rais, Yudhoyono might have a 
chance to win the presidency if he could get to the 
second round but that prospect seems slight. Known 
for his propriety, the cautious Yudhoyono feels that 
it would be inappropriate to campaign openly while 
he is in Megawati's cabinet. 

Another new party, formed in 2002, the Concern for 
the Nation Party (Partai Karya Peduli Bangsa, 
PKPB), announced in December 2003 that it was 
putting forward former President Soeharto’s 
daughter, Siti Hardijanti Rukmana (usually known 
as Mbak Tutut) as its presidential candidate. The 
PKPB is headed by former army chief of staff and 
Minister of Home Affairs, General R. Hartono, and 

 
39 Kompas, 12 June 2003. 
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portrays itself as the “true” Golkar. The party hopes 
to capitalise on increasing nostalgia for the “good 
old days” when the economy was growing and 
political disturbances were put down firmly. Mbak 
Tutut was at the centre of the New Order’s “crony 
capitalism” and still faces legal problems. At this 
stage her electoral prospects look very uncertain. 

The PBB is noticed less for its own importance than 
for the prominence of its leader, Minister of Justice 
and Human Rights Professor Yusril Ihza Mahendra, 
in opinion polls. Public support for his presidential 
candidacy is far above his small fundamentalist 
Islamic party's 2 per cent in the 1999 election.40 One 
poll suggests he could seriously challenge Megawati 
if he reached the second round, a prospect that seems 
impossible, however, given his party’s low support. 

The Justice and Welfare Party (Partai Keadilan 
Sejahtera, PKS), another fundamentalist Islamic 
party, won a few seats in 1999 when known as the 
PK. Because it failed to reach the threshold required 
to contest the 2004 election, its leaders dissolved the 
party and merged with the existing PKS. Inspired by 
the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood, the PKS differs 
from similar Islamist groups in that it believes in 
working through democratic elections. Many of its 
well-educated and youthful supporters are affiliated 
with the Muhammadiyah and disappointed by Amien 
Rais's unwillingness to start an exclusively Islamic 
party.  

In legislatures where money politics is the rule, PKS 
members stand out for their honesty and integrity. 
The party has organised huge demonstrations against 
U.S. policies in the Middle East, including the war in 
Iraq. It also held a large demonstration against 
moves by Christians to amend Indonesia’s new 
Education Act. PKS demonstrations are marked by 
absolute discipline and the absence of violence. In 
the DPR, PKS aligned itself with PAN and is likely 
to support Amien Rais's bid for the presidency.  

 
40 “Fundamentalist” here means that the party supports the 
introduction of sharia law. It does not imply sympathy for 
terrorism. In fact, Yusril, as Minister of Justice and Human 
Rights, sponsored Indonesia's new law on terrorism. 

IV. VOTERS 

During the New Order era, Golkar’s vote usually 
hovered between two thirds and three quarters of the 
total but it is now much more difficult to predict 
elections. 

As the 2004 elections approach, polling is a growth 
industry. Some polls, however, use faulty 
methodology and have produced bizarre results.41 
Some have even relied on telephone polling in 
large cities, which biases results heavily in favour 
of urban middle class preferences. In several polls, 
many respondents (46 per cent in one, 34 per cent 
in another, 20 per cent in a third) either claimed 
that they had not made up their minds or refused to 
answer.42 Another limitation is that the polls have 
largely focussed on the popularity of individual 
candidates whereas in the election voters will be 
asked to choose a president/vice president ticket. 
Finally, polls a year early cannot, of course, be 
expected to predict the election result. 

Despite the limitations, a common trend has been 
revealed by the more credible polls. Although 
President Megawati still seems to be leading, she has 
been losing ground steadily. A poll in six provinces 
in late 2002 by the respected Centre for the Study of 
Islam and Society (Pusat Pengkajian Islam dan 
Masyarakat, PPIM) showed Megawati, with 37 per 
cent, far ahead of Vice President Hamzah Haz, with 
14 per cent.43 In August 2003, a poll by the new 
Indonesia Survey Institute (Lembaga Survei 
Indonesia, LSI) that covered all provinces except 
 
 
41 For example, in July 2003 a poll conducted by Soegeng 
Suryadi Syndicated identified Muslim intellectual Nurcholish 
Madjid and the Sultan of Yogyarkarta, as the leading 
candidates. 
42 It is commonly believed that, in contrast to Western 
political cultures which regard polling as a normal part of 
political life, many Indonesians are suspicious of strangers 
asking intrusive questions and are reluctant to give frank 
answers. It is also assumed that rural voters are less open to 
inquiries about their intentions. However, the experience of 
the main political polling organisation indicates that rural 
respondents tend to be more cooperative than those in urban 
areas. Villagers seem pleased that their opinions are 
recognised as sufficiently important to be sought by a 
national polling organisation. On the other hand, urban 
respondents sometimes expect a financial reward for co-
operation. Discussion with Saiful Mujani of the LSI who 
also conducted the PPIM poll, October 2003. 
43 Koran Tempo, 14 November 2002. PPIM is based at the 
Syarif Hidayatullah National Islamic University in Jakarta.  
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Aceh showed Megawati with only 17.7.44 A poll 
conducted in all provinces in June and July 2003 by 
the International Foundation for Electoral Systems 
(IFES) found only 13.7 per cent favouring 
Megawati.45 It needs to be noted, however, that the 
proportion of uncommitted voters was high in both 
these polls – 19.6 per cent (LSI) and 34 per cent 
(IFES) – and both showed her still ahead. The nearest 
potential challenger was her senior cabinet colleague, 
Yudhoyono, with 11.8 per cent (LSI) and 11.2 per 
cent (IFES). 

The LSI poll showed not only a substantial fall in 
PDI-P support but also a sharp increase in Golkar 
support. Compared to 1999 when it ran second to 
PDI-P with 22.5 per cent, Golkar was well ahead of 
its main rival with 25.9 per cent. PDI-P's share fell 
drastically from 33.8 per cent in 1999 to 17.6 per 
cent, roughly the same as support for Megawati.46 
Again, however, many either refused to answer or 
did not know how they would vote. LSI found 28.1 
per cent uncommitted on party preference. The trend 
shown by LSI in regard to the PDI-P, however, was 
confirmed by an internal survey conducted by the 
party itself of 2500 voters in sixteen provinces in 
May and June 2003. It found that only 21.2 per cent 
would vote for the PDI-P in 2004.47  

The polls rank Megawati’s challengers somewhat 
differently. LSI put them in the following order: 
Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono (11.8 per cent), Akbar 
Tanjung (8.0 per cent), Abdurrahman Wahid (7.9 
per cent), Hamzah Haz (7.8 per cent), Amien Rais 
(7.3 per cent), Yusril Ihza Mahendra (6.8 per cent), 
Nurcholish Madjid (5.5 per cent) and Jusuf Kalla 
(2.7 per cent).  

IFES, two months earlier, listed Yudhoyono as the 
top challenger with 11.2 per cent, followed by the 
Sultan of Yogyakarta (8.7 per cent), Wahid (5.1 per 
cent), Amien (4.4 per cent), Yusril (4.1 per cent), 
Hamzah (3.4 per cent), Akbar (3.1 per cent), General 
Wiranto (3.0 per cent), Nurcholish (2.9 per cent) and 
Kalla (1.9 per cent). 

 

 

44 LSI poll, p. 54. See fn. 1 above. 
45 National Public Opinion Survey 2003, Republic of 
Indonesia, (International Foundation for Electoral Systems, 
August 2003), p. 29. The IFES survey is at www.ifes.org.  
46 LSI, p. 82. Nevertheless, many PDI-P leaders seem 
convinced that Megawati's popularity is much higher than 
the party's. 
47 Jakarta Post, 23 August 2003. 

The LSI survey also asked respondents how they 
would vote in the second round of the presidential 
election. It found that Megawati would win against 
any candidate but only narrowly if faced by 
Yudhoyono (2.7 per cent), Hamzah (2.9 per cent) or 
Yusril (4.0 per cent). Her margin over Amien Rais 
would be 6.6 per cent and over Nurcholish Madjid 
11.4 per cent. Less threatening opponents would be 
Akbar Tanjung, who would lose by 21.5 per cent, 
Kalla by 24.8 per cent and Wahid by 27.0 per cent.48 
However, these expectations rest on somewhat shaky 
assumptions. Many would not have given much 
previous thought to what was a very hypothetical 
question, and 35 per cent did not answer at all. 

These polls suggest that one year before the 
presidential election, Megawati is still the leading 
candidate despite the fall in her own popularity and 
her party’s. Although the LSI poll indicated that 
Golkar has a significant lead over the PDI-P, it has 
yet to put forward a candidate who can match her 
popularity. Golkar's general chairman, Akbar 
Tanjung, who has been dogged by corruption 
allegations, scored only 8 per cent in one poll, 3 per 
cent in the other. Support for another potential 
Golkar candidate, Kalla, was 3 per cent and 2 per 
cent. In the IFES poll, the Sultan of Yogyakarta was 
supported by 9 per cent and Wiranto by 3 per cent 
but the other three potential candidates presented to 
Golkar's pre-convention in October 2003 did not 
register significant support. As noted above, the 
candidate whom the polls suggest might have the 
greatest potential, Yudhoyono, still lacks a strong 
party to back his bid. 

Most parties will not form tickets until after the 
general election in April 2004. Parties nominating 
presidential candidates will seek vice presidential 
partners who can bring in additional votes, while 
those whose party’s legislative election results were 
not good are likely to seek alliances with parties 
whose candidates have better prospects. Until the 
tickets are known, polling will continue to involve a 
fair amount of guesswork.49  

In as far as any conclusion can be drawn at this 
stage, it seems that Megawati has a good chance to 
head the field in the first round but with far from 
sufficient votes to win outright. Assuming, that she 

 
48 LSI, p. 58. 
49 The LSI survey asked about the vice presidency but only 
48 per cent said the running mate could make a difference to 
their choice. LSI, pp. 58-59. 
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leads in the first round, the key question is who will 
come second and win the right to challenge in the 
second round. The polls suggest that no clear 
challenger has emerged and that several are in the 
running. The level of their support in the polls, 
however, is still so low that it is quite possible they 
could be joined by other potential second-round 
candidates. Most importantly, the polling also 
suggests that whoever enters the second round might 
have a good chance of winning. 

V. POLITICAL CONTEXT 

Before discussing the strategies parties might adopt 
in the presidential election, it is worth noting three 
issues that are part of the context for that election: 
the potential role of regional officials, especially 
governors, in influencing voting; the military’s 
possible role; and the possibility of violence from 
the activities of party-linked “security forces”. 

A. GUBERNATORIAL ELECTIONS 

During the New Order, governors and district heads 
played important parts in securing Golkar’s 
overwhelming electoral victories. In particular their 
control of government patronage enabled them to 
reward supporters and punish opponents. Following 
Soeharto’s fall in the context of economic crisis, the 
support of provincial and district governments, while 
not necessarily any longer decisive, could still make 
a difference. 

Governors and district heads are not elected directly 
but by provincial and district legislative assemblies, 
which during the New Order were overwhelmingly 
dominated by Golkar.50 Although Soeharto was 
overthrown in 1998, governors and district heads 
elected with Golkar support before then remained in 
office for full five-year terms. One of the most 
striking phenomena of regional government in the 
new era was the not uncommon failure of PDI-P 
candidates to be elected governors or district heads 
even in provinces and districts where the party held 
the most seats in local legislatures. Such elections 
were often accompanied by accusations that PDI-P 
legislators had accepted bribes to vote for candidates 
from other parties, especially Golkar. So far only 
one PDI-P leader has been elected governor but he 
was not installed because he faces corruption 
charges. The PDI-P is well represented among the 
district heads (bupati) in Central and East Java, Bali, 
and, to a lesser extent, West Java while many 
districts outside Java and Bali are headed by Golkar-
supported officials. 

 
 
50 The government plans to introduce direct elections of 
governors and district heads along the same lines as direct 
election of the president. There is some resistance in regional 
and district legislatures among members who have benefited 
financially from indirect elections. 
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President Megawati apparently felt her re-election 
might be threatened if too many provincial governors 
aligned themselves with Golkar. Instead of fully 
backing PDI-P leaders seeking governorships, she 
intervened in several cases to support incumbent 
governors who had military or bureaucratic 
backgrounds and had originally won office as Golkar 
candidates. In other cases she supported new 
candidates who were retired military officers or 
Golkar-affiliated bureaucrats.  

This strategy was first implemented at the re-election 
of Lt. General Sutiyoso as governor of Jakarta in 
September 2002. Megawati's support for him was 
particularly galling for her party because he was the 
military commander of the capital who carried out 
Soeharto's 1996 command to close PDI’s national 
office, then occupied by her supporters. Some of 
those supporters had been killed or wounded. The 
PDI-P Jakarta leader, Tarmidi Suhardjo, rejected 
Megawati's offer to nominate him as deputy 
governor, defiantly stood for the top job, and was 
overwhelmingly defeated amid rumours that party 
members had been given big financial inducements 
to support Sutiyoso. 

More cases followed in 2003. In Central Java, East 
Java, North Sumatra and East Kalimantan, the 
president supported re-election of incumbent retired 
military officers, and in Bali and East Nusa Tenggara 
she supported Golkar-affiliated civilian incumbents. 
In some cases the local PDI-P branch accepted these 
candidates together with financial contributions to 
PDI-P legislators, but in Central Java and East 
Kalimantan, angry local party officials nominated 
rebel candidates against the president's choices. In 
Bali an openly unhappy PDI-P candidate withdrew.  

In some provinces, however, the president's 
interventions backfired. In West Java, Megawati's 
ex-military candidate was defeated by a Golkar-
supported civilian. In South Sumatra the Megawati-
backed ex-military incumbent lost, as did the 
incumbent in West Nusa Tenggara. In Lampung, 
the incumbent retired officer was defeated by a 
rebel PDI-P candidate, who was soon arrested and 
charged with corruption. 

Megawati's interventions were partly motivated by 
desire to gain control over the patronage networks of 
provincial governors or at least by the need to 
prevent such networks falling into the hands of rival 
parties. From her point of view, it was better to back 
a retired soldier or bureaucrat who would feel 

obliged to the PDI-P than risk the victory of a fully-
committed Golkar or other party candidate. 
Moreover, it was widely assumed that incumbent 
governors had acquired substantial wealth during 
their terms and would be willing to contribute 
substantially to the PDI-P in return. 

Megawati's decision also reflected her probably 
realistic lack of confidence in the quality of potential 
PDI-P candidates. As noted, PDI-P members of 
regional legislatures have earned a reputation for 
corruption and lack of administrative capacity. 
Megawati's husband, Taufiq Kiemas, pointed out, 
“We don't have candidates with the experience 
needed to lead 35 million people in East Java or 30 
million in Central Java”.51 Nor in many of the smaller 
provinces, he might have added. The party feared 
that if its own local leaders were elected to high 
regional offices, they would embarrass the party and 
thus undermine Megawati's re-election campaign. 
The Lampung case reinforced this concern. 

The price for Megawati’s strategy, however, was 
growing unhappiness within the party. Nevertheless, 
the central leadership seemed confident local 
discontent could be compensated for by the financial 
support that accompanied the willingness of local 
legislators to vote for the president's preferred 
candidates.52

B. MILITARY INVOLVEMENT? 

2004 marks the end of the formal representation of 
the military and police in national and local 
legislatures. In exchange for their withdrawal, the 
initial draft of the election law permitted military 
personnel to vote for the first time since the 1950s. 
The military leadership, however, feared that 
participation of troops in elections might be divisive 
and lead to conflict among military backers of 
different parties. They were also concerned that 
parties would attempt to mobilise supporters from 
their ranks. In response to such concerns, the law 
now states in its transitional provisions that in 2004 

 
51 Kompas, 30 July 2003. 
52 Some questioned, however, just how reliable these 
governors were. For example, Governor Sutiyoso in Jakarta 
launched slum clearance programs that forced poor squatters 
from land needed for development projects. Many were 
former PDI-P supporters, who indicated they would vote for 
other parties in 2004. 
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military and police personnel will not exercise their 
right to vote.  

While the military leadership declares its neutrality, 
retired officers are prominent in the main parties. 
General Wiranto and Lt. General Prabowo are 
among the remaining seven aspirants for Golkar's 
presidential nomination. General Yudhoyono is the 
candidate of the tiny PD but has also been 
approached by PKB and may be the retired general 
that Amien Rais has in mind for the vice presidency. 
The general secretaries of Golkar (Lt. General Budi 
Harsono) and PPP (Lt. General Yunus Yosfiah) as 
well as the chairman of PDI-P's Election Victory 
Committee (Major General Theo Syafei) are retired 
officers. At provincial and district levels, retired 
military and police officers often head Golkar 
branches and can be found in the PDI-P. 

As the Golkar pre-convention drew closer in October 
2003, the Indonesian National Military (Tentara 
Nasional Indonesia, TNI) commander, General 
Endriartono Sutarto, felt it necessary to call on ex-
military candidates not to request support from the 
military as an institution. His appeal was supported 
by Yudhoyono who, as a potential candidate himself, 
seemed to believe that elements in the military might 
be supporting Wiranto's campaign for the Golkar 
nomination. “I can feel it”, he said. “and for that 
reason, please protect the TNI”.53 The chief of staff of 
the army, Gen. Ryamizard Ryacudu, warned that any 
soldier who became involved in the election 
campaign would be dismissed but added, “I think it's 
OK if we pray for each other”.54

It seems highly unlikely that the military leadership 
would mobilise the TNI's extensive regional structure 
to campaign for a particular presidential candidate. 
First, this would be quickly exposed in the media and 
could backfire for the candidate. Secondly, the TNI 
has no particular reason to be dissatisfied with the 
likely winner, whether Megawati or a Golkar 
candidate. It is in its interest to maintain cordial ties 
with all the main candidates rather than risk backing 
a loser. 

In the past, parties always competed for the support 
of military/police representatives in legislatures, 
where alignments have usually been fluid. But this 
will no longer be relevant after 2004 when the 

 

 

53 Koran Tempo, 6 October 2003. 
54 Koran Tempo, 17 October 2003; Jakarta Post, 17 October 
2003. 

military and police will no longer have appointed 
seats. Parties will, nevertheless, still be interested in 
recruiting prominent retired officers, who often 
remain influential, especially in the regions. If there 
were intervention by military personnel in elections, 
it would most likely be on the initiative of individual 
officers at regional level. However, such support 
would probably be divided between candidates – as 
envisaged by the leadership when it demanded TNI 
neutrality.  

C. PARTY-AFFILIATED “SECURITY 
FORCES”55 

The introduction of genuinely competitive elections 
has been accompanied by the growth of protection 
units affiliated with political parties. During the 1980s, 
Golkar often relied on the Pancasila Youth (Pemuda 
Pancasila) to intimidate opponents,56 while the two 
opposition parties also had youth organisations that 
helped to mobilise voters. These groups occasionally 
clashed. Today all major parties are supported by 
private guards, who wear military-style uniforms 
and are often given paramilitary training. 

Golkar has the Golkar Party Youth Wing (Angkatan 
Muda Partai Golkar, AMPG) which includes some 
Pemuda Pancasila members. The PDI-P has formed 
“Task Forces” (Satgas) throughout the country. 
PPP's force is the Kabah Youth Movement (Gerakan 
Pemuda Kabah, GPK) while PKB has the National 
Guard (Garda Bangsa) and the PAN Youth Force 
(Barisan Muda PAN). Apart from these 
organisations, either directly affiliated or closely 
linked to the party, groups have been founded that 
perform similar functions but are not formally 
integrated into the party, such as the Indonesian 
Young Bulls (Banteng Muda Indonesia), with which 
the East Timorese militia leader, Eurico Guterres, 
and a brother of President Megawati's husband have 
been associated. Many local politicians have their 
own security units.  

The main task of party-linked guards is to protect 
party offices and rallies during elections. The 
problem is they are largely made up of unemployed 

 
55 See also ICG Asia Report No67, The Perils of Private 
Security in Indonesia, 7 November 2003. 
56 Pemuda Pancasila was involved in the attack on 
Megawati's supporters at the PDI office on 27 July 1996. 
Pancasila refers to the five principles of the Indonesian 
nation found in the prologue to the constitution. 
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youth often motivated by money, not commitment.57 
In some regions they have been virtually taken over 
by criminal elements and are involved in protection 
rackets and extortion. In appreciation of their services 
in mobilising voters in 1999, some leaders have even 
been given seats in local assemblies. A senior adviser 
to Pemuda Pancasila claimed that in the Medan 
(North Sumatra) parliament the organisation is 
represented in Golkar, PDI-P and PAN.58

These organisations increase the likelihood of 
violence in election campaigns. In late October 2003, 
when Golkar decided to hold its anniversary 
celebrations in Bali, now a PDI-P stronghold, a clash 
broke out between Golkar and PDI-P guards, and two 
Golkar supporters were killed. Usually such clashes 
are between parties competing for the same voters: 
Golkar and PDI-P, as secular-nationalist parties, for 
example, rather than PDI-P and a Muslim party. But 
the latter kind of clash is possible, with potentially 
wider consequences. 

Concerned that the availability of such semi-criminal 
gangs-for-hire could easily lead to more widespread 
conflict, General Endriartono called for the 
dissolution of party-linked guards in November 2002.59 
In interviews several party leaders acknowledge the 
dangers but say their party could not dissolve its 
guards if other parties failed to do so. It is likely that 
many party officials, especially at lower levels, also 
obtain financial benefits from the protection services 
provided by these organisations. The only party that 
seems to have insulated its guard from criminal 
infiltration is PKS. As one PDI-P member of the DPR 
pointed out, “If we held such big demonstrations as 
those of PKS, our guards would then extort free 
meals from restaurants along the way”.60

 
57 Koran Tempo spoke to an “entrepreneur” in Jakarta who 
supplies parties with participants in rallies. He said the 
demonstrators are paid Rp 50,000 (U.S. $6) and supplied 
with the appropriate party t-shirt. The man showed t-shirts of 
parties that had availed themselves of his services. Koran 
Tempo, 2 November 2003. 
58 Discussion with a Pemuda Pancasila “patron”, October 
2003. 
59 Kompas, 12 November 2002. 
60 ICG interview, Jakarta, October 2003. 

VI. STRATEGIES 

Parties have just one week after the announcement 
of the general election results to determine their 
presidential tickets. For the two likely to win most 
support in the general election, PDI-P and Golkar, 
the choice will be whether to form an alliance or 
confront each other over the presidency. The 
remaining three of the big five will have to decide 
whether to put forward their own candidates, seek 
alliances with one of the top two, or build an 
alliance among themselves. Several scenarios can 
be envisaged. 

A. SCENARIO ONE: PDI-P WINS THE 
GENERAL ELECTION 

If the PDI-P clearly emerges as the party with most 
support in the general election and a substantial lead 
over Golkar, the latter is likely to seek an alliance 
with it rather than nominate its own presidential 
candidate. Even if the margin is not so wide, Golkar 
will need to take into account the perceived 
“Megawati premium”: her support in the presidential 
election is believed likely to be higher than support 
for the PDI-P in the general election. The Golkar 
general chairman, Akbar Tanjung, has repeatedly 
indicated that Golkar would seek the vice presidency 
if it fails to outpoll PDI-P in the general election. He 
hopes the presidential election can be completed in 
the first round: “If PDI-P is number one, we will be 
number two, and yes, the vice president will be from 
Golkar”.61

This is obviously PDI-P’s preferred scenario. 
However PDI-P leaders are not confident that a 
coalition with Golkar could win an absolute majority 
in the first round. They envisage a “three-legged 
coalition” including PKB or PPP.62 Golkar would be 
offered the vice presidency (or perhaps a new 
position of first minister) while the “third leg” would 
be awarded the speakership of the DPR and 
attractive cabinet posts. Akbar Tanjung and Jusuf 
Kalla of Golkar are the candidates most favoured by 
the PDI-P for vice president. Akbar could be 
expected to bring substantial strength to the alliance 
but only if his legal case has been successfully 

 
 
61 Koran Tempo, 10 April 2003. 
62 ICG interview with Pramono Anung Wibowo, Deputy 
Secretary-General of the PDI-P, October 2003. 
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resolved.63 Kalla would be a safe choice. In regional 
terms, either Akbar (North Sumatra) or Kalla (South 
Sulawesi) would complement Megawati's strong 
support from Java. Megawati may prefer Kalla as 
less a threat than Akbar, who is seen as the epitome 
of the wheeler-dealer politician and who, if the 
circumstances were right, might challenge Megawati 
before her term expired. Akbar, however, may 
calculate that loyalty would pay off in PDI-P support 
for his presidential aspirations in 2009. 

A PDI-P/Golkar alliance would be facilitated by their 
lack of fundamental ideological differences. Both 
are secular-nationalist and wary of pressures towards 
Islamisation. It is sometimes suggested that Golkar's 
approach since the fall of Soeharto has been influenced 
by the disproportionate number of its leaders who 
have a background in the Islamic Students Association 
(Himpunan Mahasiswa Islam, HMI). However, 
these leaders, including Akbar Tanjung, Jusuf Kalla 
and Fahmi Idris, have long worked with non-Muslims 
in Golkar and do not form an Islamic faction within 
the party. Indeed Fahmi Idris has recently been a 
prominent leader of an anti-Akbar faction. 

On the other hand, the very similarities make the 
parties natural rivals for the same constituency. 
Neither is likely to win over many voters who 
previously supported Muslim parties. One PDI-P 
leader, Roy Janis, referred to the “allergy” PDI-P 
members in some regions have against cooperating 
with Golkar.64 For most PDI-P leaders, however, 
the electoral benefits of an alliance easily outweigh 
the drawbacks. 

Megawati's choice of a Golkar running mate would 
not be unilateral but would be influenced by the 
preferences of Golkar, which in turn would be 
influenced by the general election results. If it opts 
for the vice presidency, it would propose leaders seen 
as suitable, such as Akbar Tanjung or Jusuf Kalla, or 
even one of its aspirants with a business background 
such as Aburizal Bakrie or Surya Paloh. It is unlikely 
that the ex-military candidates, Wiranto or Prabowo, 
would be interested in the vice presidency and 

 

 

63 There is some speculation that the government is 
deliberately delaying resolution of the appeal. As long as the 
case is hanging over Akbar, he will be inhibited from an all-
out anti-Megawati campaign. It is speculated that he might 
be rewarded for cooperation with a not-guilty verdict and the 
vice presidency. 
64 Koran Tempo, 2 May 2003. 

equally unlikely that Megawati would be interested 
in them.65

B. SCENARIO TWO: GOLKAR WINS THE 
GENERAL ELECTION 

If Golkar emerges as a clear winner in the general 
election or runs a close second, the calculations of all 
parties would be very different. If the result indicated 
that Golkar would have a good chance to win the 
presidency, it would be difficult for its supporters to 
be satisfied with the second slot. Its convention in 
April 2004 would then select a presidential, not vice-
presidential, candidate. Even if Akbar Tanjung is 
cleared by the Supreme Court before nominations 
close, the party might not want a presidential 
candidate who would be such an easy target for 
opponents. At Golkar's pre-convention in October 
2003, three other candidates showed substantial 
support: Wiranto and the two businessmen, Aburizal 
Bakrie and Surya Paloh. Support within the Golkar 
organisation is not the same as support among the 
entire population, however. 

In making its choice, the Golkar convention would 
likely give additional weight to the prospects of 
particular individuals actually to win the presidency, 
apart from the normal “money politics” 
considerations. General Wiranto probably has a 
higher profile than the others but he also has bigger 
problems associated with his military background 
and accusations of human rights abuse. He was held 
responsible by a government-endorsed commission 
of inquiry into human rights violations in East Timor 
in 1999 for “crimes against humanity” due to his 
failure to “guarantee security”.66 Nevertheless, most 
Indonesians would probably not be affected by such 
accusations with regard to East Timor. Indeed Wiranto 
would probably be more vulnerable electorally to 

 
65 Following big demonstrations against increased fuel prices 
in January 2003, the head of the National Intelligence 
Agency (BIN) and PDI-P member, retired Lt. General 
Hendropriyono, reported to cabinet that the demonstrators 
may have been supported by Wiranto. In response, the 
commander of the TNI, General Edriartono Sutarto, said “As 
the military chief, I can only appeal to retired military 
officers, who are former soldiers, to put national interests 
above personal ambition just like when they were still active 
in military service”. Jakarta Post, 24 January 2003. 
66 ICG Asia Report No12, Indonesia: Impunity Versus 
Accountability for Gross Human Rights Violations, 2 
February 2001. 
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charges of having failed to prevent the loss of East 
Timor.  

In the years immediately following Soeharto’s fall, 
public opinion was very resistant to the prospect of a 
Soeharto-era general as president, but antagonism 
toward the military has declined.67 In his speech to 
the Golkar pre-convention in October 2003, Wiranto 
emphasised his role in facilitating Soeharto’s 
resignation and the relatively smooth transition that 
followed. A major theme was the need for national 
reconciliation.68

The major concern in regard to Wiranto's candidacy 
is probably his international acceptability. Would his 
election chill relations with the U.S. and other 
Western countries? Would he even be able to visit 
such countries? Questioned by a delegate at the 
Golkar pre-convention, Wiranto avoided a direct 
answer by arguing that the problem arose because 
under previous post-1998 governments Indonesia 
had lost international respect and lacked a strong 
bargaining position. Nevertheless, he acknowledged, 
Indonesia needed international support. 

It is difficult five months before the choice needs to 
be made to assess the prospects of all potential 
Golkar candidates. Aburizal Bakri and Surya Paloh, 
despite their success in business during the crony-
ridden New Order, still have to show that their lack 
of experience in government and politics more 
generally is not an insuperable disadvantage. Jusuf 
Kalla will need to shed his image as every 
presidential candidate's ideal running mate. It 
appears that Prabowo Subianto’s candidacy might be 
intended in part to hurt his old rival, Wiranto, who 
was responsible for his dismissal from the army in 
1998, and perhaps to lay the foundations for a bid in 
2009. The Sultan of Yogyakarta's popularity is 
largely limited to Yogyakarta and several provinces 
with Javanese transmigrants. 

In confronting Megawati, Golkar would presumably 
look for a vice-presidential candidate from a Muslim 
party. Its strategy might revive the “Anyone but 
Megawati” (Asal Bukan Mega, ABM) campaign 

 
 

67 According to the LSI survey, those opposed to a military 
regime fell from 54 per cent in 2001 to 47.4 per cent in 2002 
and 39.3 per cent in 2003. LSI, p. 103. (The report says, at 
p.104, 29.3 per cent for 2003, which is apparently a 
typographical error.) 
68 Wiranto's speech to the Golkar pre-convention, 21 October 
2003. ICG was present. 

spearheaded by the Muslim-based parties that 
blocked her in 1999 and led to Abdurrahman 
Wahid’s election. A rational response for the PDI-P 
to protect itself would be to ally with a Muslim party. 
The PKB and PPP would be the obvious choices 
provided that the general election results did not 
persuade them to enter their own candidates. Given 
the rivalries within the PKB, it might also make 
sense to team up with its parent organisation, the NU. 
Apart from Akbar Tanjung and Jusuf Kalla, a senior 
PDI-P official told ICG that it was considering 
another three potential running mates: Hamzah Haz, 
Hasyim Muzadi and Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono.69

Both PKB and PPP are remarkably pragmatic about 
possible coalitions. A senior PKB leader told ICG 
that if the party did not contest the presidency itself, 
it would decide between PDI-P and Golkar on the 
basis of what they offered in cabinet positions and 
other benefits.70 Ideological affinity seems to be the 
last thing on party leaders’ minds. 

C. SCENARIO THREE: GOLKAR'S 
NIGHTMARE 

If Golkar does well enough in the general election to 
convince it to nominate its own presidential 
candidate, the PDI-P might respond by going much 
further than attempting to woo a Muslim party, 
especially if Wiranto were the Golkar candidate. One 
PDI-P leader said that Wiranto’s selection would be 
good for the PDI-P because it would be easier to 
build an alliance against him. An attractive option 
would be to revive the Scenario One strategy by 
offering the vice presidency to a disappointed Golkar 
candidate.71 For example, Akbar Tanjung has never 
been close to Wiranto since the 1999 MPR session 
when both were rivals for the vice presidency. If the 
PDI-P could attract either him or Jusuf Kalla to its 
ticket with an offer of strong Golkar representation in 
the cabinet, it is quite likely that a substantial part of 
the party would go with him.72

 
69 ICG interview with senior PDI-P leader, October 2003. 
70 ICG interview with senior PKB leader, October 2003. 
71 ICG interview with senior PDI-P leader, October 2003. 
72 In separate ICG interviews in October 2003, one senior 
Golkar figure described this as the “unthinkable” scenario 
while another admitted that “we have discussed this 
possibility a lot among ourselves”. 
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D. SCENARIO FOUR: PDI-P'S NIGHTMARE 

PDI-P’s nightmare is a variation of the first scenario. 
If Golkar foregoes the presidency and joins the PDI-
P ticket, the alliance might win 40 to 45 per cent of 
the votes in the first round, with several of the 
remaining candidates around 10 per cent each. 
Second place and the right to enter the second round 
would be a bit like winning a lottery – impossible to 
predict.  

All three parties that seem to have a chance for 
second place – PPP, PKB and PAN – are Islam-
based. Their most effective strategy would be to 
agree to support a single candidate, but which one? 
The declared candidates are Hamzah Haz for the 
PPP and Amien Rais; Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono 
could emerge as the PKB candidate, but that is 
uncertain. These leaders and their parties, however, 
have long been rivals and would not easily unite. In 
October 2003 representatives of these parties, 
together with the tiny PKS, which has already 
indicated likely support for Amien, met to discuss 
cooperation against Megawati. A PKB leader 
proposed, unsuccessfully, that they support the 
party among them with most votes in the 5 April 
general election. This was not entirely disinterested 
as PKB was the most successful in 1999.73

Amien Rais countered that Muslim parties should 
allow the first round of the presidential election to 
determine their candidate. It is generally believed his 
personal vote is likely to exceed his party's so his 
chances would be brighter if the choice is based on 
the presidential result. According to Amien, “If there 
is one candidate from any of these parties who passes 
into the second round of the presidential election, we 
will all support him”.74  

If either Hamzah Haz or Susilo Bambang Yudhoyono 
came second and entered the run-off, he would be 
vulnerable to the argument that he had held key 
posts in the Megawati government and should be 
considered partly responsible for its failings. For 
Megawati, the most dangerous challenger might be 
Amien Rais who, as chairman of the MPR, has been 
prominent but not part of the government. He is a 
skilled political operator and formed the so-called 
Central Axis coalition that blocked Megawati's path 
to the presidency in 1999. 

 
73 Kompas, 29 October 2003. 
74 Jakarta Post, 27 October 2003. 

If Amien Rais were to win the second round lottery, 
he might be able to form a new anti-Megawati 
coalition. He undoubtedly would challenge her to a 
debate, expecting she would be reluctant to expose 
her lack of mastery over policy issues. Amien's 
Achilles heel is his past identification with sectarian 
Islamic causes but he has recently cultivated a more 
national image. 

But can Amien win the lottery? In 1999 PAN and its 
ally, PK (now PKS) won 8.5 per cent, behind their 
rivals, PKB (12.6 per cent) and PPP (10.7 per cent). 
PKB may lose support in 2004 because of the Wahid 
government’s record and party disunity, while PPP 
credibility may have been undermined by association 
with Megawati. Amien expects to poll more votes 
than his party and his position would be even 
stronger if he can persuade a senior retired soldier to 
be his running mate. Speculation centres on 
Yudhoyono, but since he leads Amien in the polls, 
why would he settle for the second job? 

It seems unlikely Amien will reach the second 
round, but, if he did, Megawati could be more 
vulnerable than against Hamzah Haz or a PKB 
candidate. She would not, however, be defenceless. 
PPP and PKB leaders would probably be tempted by 
cabinet offers and other incentives. Nevertheless, an 
Amien challenge would worry the PDI-P. His 
victory would be unlikely but not impossible. He 
probably has better prospects of winning the second 
round than coming second in the first.  
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VII. CONCLUSION 

The 2004 elections cannot be expected to produce 
fundamental change. The general election will likely 
bring a result similar to 1999 when PDI-P and 
Golkar were the largest parties, though they may 
exchange places. The presidential election will 
probably return either Megawati or Golkar’s 
candidate. Both parties are secular-nationalist and 
operate essentially as patronage networks. Their 
similarity is illustrated by the ease with which they 
envisage a coalition. It would be unrealistic to expect 
either to tackle ubiquitous corruption or overhaul the 
legal system. An outsider candidate has only a slight 
chance and would have to work with a legislature 
dominated by the leading parties and the money 
politics on which they thrive. 

Public confidence in democratic politics has been 
undermined by the elected politicians, nationally and 
regionally. Polls, media debate and anecdotal 
evidence point to disillusion with the democracy 
Indonesia has experienced for five years. Many 
ordinary people look through rose-tinted spectacles 
to the Soeharto era as a time of social peace and 
relative prosperity.75 Democratic institutions will 
come under increasing challenge unless elected 
government can address basic demands and 
aspirations. But at least the institutions are in place, 
and the spirit of reform has not entirely disappeared. 
The obstacles, however, remain enormous.  

Jakarta/Brussels, 18 December 2003

 
 
75 In fact, of course, social conflict was not uncommon 
during the Soeharto era and the economic collapse of 1997 
preceded the fall of the regime in 1998. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

ABOUT THE INTERNATIONAL CRISIS GROUP 
 
 

The International Crisis Group (ICG) is an independent, 
non-profit, multinational organisation, with over 90 
staff members on five continents, working through 
field-based analysis and high-level advocacy to prevent 
and resolve deadly conflict. 

ICG’s approach is grounded in field research. Teams of 
political analysts are located within or close by 
countries at risk of outbreak, escalation or recurrence of 
violent conflict. Based on information and assessments 
from the field, ICG produces regular analytical reports 
containing practical recommendations targeted at key 
international decision-takers. ICG also publishes 
CrisisWatch, a 12-page monthly bulletin, providing a 
succinct regular update on the state of play in all the 
most significant situations of conflict or potential 
conflict around the world. 

ICG’s reports and briefing papers are distributed widely 
by email and printed copy to officials in foreign 
ministries and international organisations and made 
generally available at the same time via the 
organisation's Internet site, www.crisisweb.org. ICG 
works closely with governments and those who 
influence them, including the media, to highlight its 
crisis analyses and to generate support for its policy 
prescriptions. 

The ICG Board – which includes prominent figures 
from the fields of politics, diplomacy, business and the 
media – is directly involved in helping to bring ICG 
reports and recommendations to the attention of senior 
policy-makers around the world. ICG is chaired by 
former Finnish President Martti Ahtisaari; and its 
President and Chief Executive since January 2000 has 
been former Australian Foreign Minister Gareth Evans. 

ICG’s international headquarters are in Brussels, with 
advocacy offices in Washington DC, New York, London 
and Moscow. The organisation currently operates 
thirteen field offices (in Amman, Belgrade, Bogotá, 
Cairo, Freetown, Islamabad, Jakarta, Kathmandu, 
Nairobi, Osh, Pristina, Sarajevo and Tbilisi) with 
analysts working in over 30 crisis-affected countries 
and territories across four continents. In Africa, those 
countries include Burundi, Rwanda, the Democratic 

Republic of Congo, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Guinea, 
Ethiopia, Eritrea, Somalia, Sudan, Uganda and 
Zimbabwe; in Asia, Indonesia, Myanmar, Kyrgyzstan, 
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Pakistan, 
Afghanistan, Kashmir and Nepal; in Europe, Albania, 
Bosnia, Georgia, Kosovo, Macedonia, Moldova, 
Montenegro and Serbia; in the Middle East, the whole 
region from North Africa to Iran; and in Latin America, 
Colombia. 

ICG raises funds from governments, charitable 
foundations, companies and individual donors. The 
following governmental departments and agencies 
currently provide funding: the Australian Agency for 
International Development, the Austrian Federal 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Canadian Department 
of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, the Canadian 
International Development Agency, the Royal Danish 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the Finnish Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs, the French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
the German Foreign Office, the Irish Department of 
Foreign Affairs, the Japanese International Cooperation 
Agency, the Luxembourgian Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, the Dutch Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the 
Royal Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the 
Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, the Swiss Federal 
Department of Foreign Affairs, the Republic of China 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (Taiwan), the Turkish 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, the United Kingdom 
Foreign and Commonwealth Office, the United 
Kingdom Department for International Development, 
the U.S. Agency for International Development. 

Foundation and private sector donors include Atlantic 
Philanthropies, Carnegie Corporation of New York, 
Ford Foundation, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, 
William & Flora Hewlett Foundation, Henry Luce 
Foundation Inc., John D. & Catherine T. MacArthur 
Foundation, John Merck Fund, Charles Stewart Mott 
Foundation, Open Society Institute, Ploughshares Fund, 
Sigrid Rausing Trust, Sasakawa Peace Foundation, 
Sarlo Foundation of the Jewish Community Endowment 
Fund, the United States Institute of Peace and the 
Fundação Oriente. 

December 2003 

Further information about ICG can be obtained from our website: www.crisisweb.org 
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APPENDIX C 
 

ICG REPORTS AND BRIEFING PAPERS∗

 
 

AFRICA 

ALGERIA∗∗

The Algerian Crisis: Not Over Yet, Africa Report N°24, 20 
October 2000 (also available in French) 
The Civil Concord: A Peace Initiative Wasted, Africa Report 
N°31, 9 July 2001 (also available in French) 
Algeria’s Economy: A Vicious Circle of Oil and Violence, 
Africa Report N°36, 26 October 2001 (also available in French) 

ANGOLA 

Dealing with Savimbi’s Ghost: The Security and Humanitarian 
Challenges in Angola, Africa Report N°58, 26 February 2003 
Angola’s Choice: Reform Or Regress, Africa Report N°61, 7 
April 2003 

BURUNDI 

The Mandela Effect: Evaluation and Perspectives of the 
Peace Process in Burundi, Africa Report N°21, 18 April 2000 
(also available in French) 
Unblocking Burundi’s Peace Process: Political Parties, 
Political Prisoners, and Freedom of the Press, Africa Briefing, 
22 June 2000 
Burundi: The Issues at Stake. Political Parties, Freedom of 
the Press and Political Prisoners, Africa Report N°23, 12 July 
2000 (also available in French) 
Burundi Peace Process: Tough Challenges Ahead, Africa 
Briefing, 27 August 2000 
Burundi: Neither War, nor Peace, Africa Report N°25, 1 
December 2000 (also available in French) 
Burundi: Breaking the Deadlock, The Urgent Need for a New 
Negotiating Framework, Africa Report N°29, 14 May 2001 
(also available in French) 
Burundi: 100 Days to put the Peace Process back on Track, 
Africa Report N°33, 14 August 2001 (also available in French) 
Burundi: After Six Months of Transition: Continuing the War 
or Winning the Peace, Africa Report N°46, 24 May 2002 
(also available in French) 
The Burundi Rebellion and the Ceasefire Negotiations, Africa 
Briefing, 6 August 2002 
A Framework For Responsible Aid To Burundi, Africa Report 
N°57, 21 February 2003 
Refugees and Displaced Persons in Burundi – Defusing the 
Land Time-Bomb, Africa Report N°70, 7 October 2003 (only 
available in French) 

 
 
∗ Released since January 2000. 
∗∗ The Algeria project was transferred to the Middle East 
& North Africa Program in January 2002. 

Réfugiés et Déplacés Burundais: Construire d’urgence un 
Consensus sur le Rapatriement et la Réinstallation, Africa 
Briefing, 2 December 2003 

CÔTE D'IVOIRE 

Côte d'Ivoire: "The War Is Not Yet Over", Africa Report 
N°72, 28 November 2003 

DEMOCRATIC REPUBLIC OF CONGO 

Scramble for the Congo: Anatomy of an Ugly War, Africa 
Report N°26, 20 December 2000 (also available in French) 
From Kabila to Kabila: Prospects for Peace in the Congo, 
Africa Report N°27, 16 March 2001 
Disarmament in the Congo: Investing in Conflict Prevention, 
Africa Briefing, 12 June 2001 
The Inter-Congolese Dialogue: Political Negotiation or Game 
of Bluff? Africa Report N°37, 16 November 2001 (also 
available in French) 
Disarmament in the Congo: Jump-Starting DDRRR to 
Prevent Further War, Africa Report N°38, 14 December 2001 
Storm Clouds Over Sun City: The Urgent Need To Recast 
The Congolese Peace Process, Africa Report N°38, 14 May 
2002 (also available in French)  
The Kivus: The Forgotten Crucible of the Congo Conflict, 
Africa Report N°56, 24 January 2003 
Rwandan Hutu Rebels in the Congo: a New Approach to 
Disarmament and Reintegration, Africa Report N°63, 23 
May 2003  (also available in French) 
Congo Crisis: Military Intervention in Ituri, Africa Report N°64, 
13 June 2003 

RWANDA 

Uganda and Rwanda: Friends or Enemies? Africa Report 
N°15, 4 May 2000 
International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda: Justice Delayed, 
Africa Report N°30, 7 June 2001 (also available in French) 
“Consensual Democracy” in Post Genocide Rwanda: 
Evaluating the March 2001 District Elections, Africa Report 
N°34, 9 October 2001 
Rwanda/Uganda: a Dangerous War of Nerves, Africa 
Briefing, 21 December 2001 
The International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda: The 
Countdown, Africa Report N°50, 1 August 2002 (also available 
in French) 
Rwanda At The End of the Transition: A Necessary Political 
Liberalisation, Africa Report N°53, 13 November 2002 (also 
available in French) 
Rwandan Hutu Rebels in the Congo: a New Approach to 
Disarmament and Reintegration, Africa Report N°63, 23 
May 2003  (also available in French) 
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SOMALIA 

Somalia: Countering Terrorism in a Failed State, Africa 
Report N°45, 23 May 2002 
Salvaging Somalia’s Chance For Peace, Africa Briefing, 9 
December 2002 
Negotiating a Blueprint for Peace in Somalia, Africa Report 
N°59, 6 March 2003 
Somaliland: Democratisation and its Discontents, Africa 
Report N°66, 28 July 2003 

SUDAN 

God, Oil & Country: Changing the Logic of War in Sudan, 
Africa Report N°39, 28 January 2002 
Capturing the Moment: Sudan's Peace Process in the 
Balance, Africa Report N°42, 3 April 2002  
Dialogue or Destruction? Organising for Peace as the War in 
Sudan Escalates, Africa Report N°48, 27 June 2002 
Sudan’s Best Chance For Peace: How Not To Lose It, Africa 
Report N°51, 17 September 2002 
Ending Starvation as a Weapon of War in Sudan, Africa 
Report N°54, 14 November 2002 
Power and Wealth Sharing: Make or Break Time in Sudan’s 
Peace Process, Africa Report N°55, 18 December 2002 
Sudan’s Oilfields Burn Again: Brinkmanship Endangers The 
Peace Process, Africa Briefing, 10 February 2003 
Sudan’s Other Wars, Africa Briefing, 25 June 2003 
Sudan Endgame Africa Report N°65, 7 July 2003 
Sudan: Towards an Incomplete Peace, Africa Report N°73, 
11 December 2003 

WEST AFRICA 

Sierra Leone: Time for a New Military and Political Strategy, 
Africa Report N°28, 11 April 2001 
Sierra Leone: Managing Uncertainty, Africa Report N°35, 24 
October 2001 
Sierra Leone: Ripe For Elections? Africa Briefing, 19 
December 2001 
Liberia: The Key to Ending Regional Instability, Africa Report 
N°43, 24 April 2002 
Sierra Leone After Elections: Politics as Usual? Africa Report 
N°49, 12 July 2002 
Liberia: Unravelling, Africa Briefing, 19 August 2002 
Sierra Leone’s Truth and Reconciliation Commission: A 
Fresh Start?, Africa Briefing, 20 December 2002 
Tackling Liberia: The Eye of the Regional Storm, Africa 
Report N°62, 30 April 2003 
The Special Court for Sierra Leone: Promises and Pitfalls of 
a “New Model”, Africa Briefing, 4 August 2003 
Sierra Leone: The State of Security and Governance, Africa 
Report N° 67, 2 September 2003 
Liberia: Security Challenges, Africa Report N°71, 3 November 
2003 

ZIMBABWE 

Zimbabwe: At the Crossroads, Africa Report N°22, 10 July 
2000 
Zimbabwe: Three Months after the Elections, Africa Briefing, 
25 September 2000 
Zimbabwe in Crisis: Finding a way Forward, Africa Report 
N°32, 13 July 2001 
Zimbabwe: Time for International Action, Africa Briefing, 12 
October 2001 
Zimbabwe’s Election: The Stakes for Southern Africa, Africa 
Briefing, 11 January 2002 
All Bark and No Bite: The International Response to 
Zimbabwe’s Crisis, Africa Report N°40, 25 January 2002 
Zimbabwe at the Crossroads: Transition or Conflict? Africa 
Report N°41, 22 March 2002 
Zimbabwe: What Next? Africa Report N° 47, 14 June 2002 
Zimbabwe: The Politics of National Liberation and 
International Division, Africa Report N°52, 17 October 2002 
Zimbabwe: Danger and Opportunity, Africa Report N°60, 10 
March 2003 
Decision Time in Zimbabwe, Africa Briefing, 8 July 2003 
 

ASIA 

AFGHANISTAN/SOUTH ASIA 

Afghanistan and Central Asia: Priorities for Reconstruction 
and Development, Asia Report N°26, 27 November 2001 
Pakistan: The Dangers of Conventional Wisdom, Pakistan 
Briefing, 12 March 2002 
Securing Afghanistan: The Need for More International 
Action, Afghanistan Briefing, 15 March 2002 
The Loya Jirga: One Small Step Forward? Afghanistan & 
Pakistan Briefing, 16 May 2002 
Kashmir: Confrontation and Miscalculation, Asia Report 
N°35, 11 July 2002 
Pakistan: Madrasas, Extremism and the Military, Asia Report 
N°36, 29 July 2002 
The Afghan Transitional Administration: Prospects and 
Perils, Afghanistan Briefing, 30 July 2002 
Pakistan: Transition to Democracy? Asia Report N°40, 3 
October 2002 
Kashmir: The View From Srinagar, Asia Report N°41, 21 
November 2002 
Afghanistan: Judicial Reform and Transitional Justice, Asia 
Report N°45, 28 January 2003 
Afghanistan: Women and Reconstruction, Asia Report N°48. 
14 March 2003 
Pakistan: The Mullahs and the Military, Asia Report N°49, 
20 March 2003 
Nepal Backgrounder: Ceasefire – Soft Landing or Strategic 
Pause?, Asia Report N°50, 10 April 2003 
Afghanistan’s Flawed Constitutional Process, Asia Report 
N°56, 12 June 2003 
Nepal: Obstacles to Peace, Asia Report N°57, 17 June 2003 
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Afghanistan: The Problem of Pashtun Alienation, Asia 
Report N°62, 5 August 2003 
Peacebuilding in Afghanistan, Asia Report N°64, 29 September 
2003  
Disarmament and Reintegration in Afghanistan, Asia Report 
N°65, 30 September 2003 
Nepal: Back to the Gun, Asia Briefing Paper, 22 October 2003 
Kashmir: The View From Islamabad, Asia Report N°68, 4 
December 2003 
Kashmir: The View From New Delhi, Asia Report N°69, 4 
December 2003 
Kashmir: Learning from the Past, Asia Report N°70, 4 
December 2003 
Afghanistan: The Constitutional Loya Jirga, Afghanistan 
Briefing, 12 December 2003 

CAMBODIA 

Cambodia: The Elusive Peace Dividend, Asia Report N°8, 11 
August 2000 

CENTRAL ASIA 

Central Asia: Crisis Conditions in Three States, Asia Report 
N°7, 7 August 2000 (also available in Russian) 

Recent Violence in Central Asia: Causes and Consequences, 
Central Asia Briefing, 18 October 2000 
Islamist Mobilisation and Regional Security, Asia Report 
N°14, 1 March 2001 (also available in Russian) 
Incubators of Conflict: Central Asia’s Localised Poverty 
and Social Unrest, Asia Report N°16, 8 June 2001 (also 
available in Russian) 
Central Asia: Fault Lines in the New Security Map, Asia 
Report N°20, 4 July 2001 (also available in Russian) 
Uzbekistan at Ten – Repression and Instability, Asia Report 
N°21, 21 August 2001 (also available in Russian) 
Kyrgyzstan at Ten: Trouble in the “Island of Democracy”, 
Asia Report N°22, 28 August 2001 (also available in Russian) 
Central Asian Perspectives on the 11 September and the 
Afghan Crisis, Central Asia Briefing, 28 September 2001 
(also available in French and Russian) 
Central Asia: Drugs and Conflict, Asia Report N°25, 26 
November 2001 (also available in Russian) 
Afghanistan and Central Asia: Priorities for Reconstruction 
and Development, Asia Report N°26, 27 November 2001 
(also available in Russian) 
Tajikistan: An Uncertain Peace, Asia Report N°30, 24 
December 2001 (also available in Russian) 
The IMU and the Hizb-ut-Tahrir: Implications of the 
Afghanistan Campaign, Central Asia Briefing, 30 January 2002 
(also available in Russian) 
Central Asia: Border Disputes and Conflict Potential, Asia 
Report N°33, 4 April 2002 
Central Asia: Water and Conflict, Asia Report N°34, 30 May 
2002 
Kyrgyzstan’s Political Crisis: An Exit Strategy, Asia Report 
N°37, 20 August 2002 
The OSCE in Central Asia: A New Strategy, Asia Report 
N°38, 11 September 2002 

Central Asia: The Politics of Police Reform, Asia Report N°42, 
10 December 2002 
Cracks in the Marble: Turkmenistan’s Failing Dictatorship, 
Asia Report N°44, 17 January 2003 
Uzbekistan’s Reform Program: Illusion or Reality?, Asia 
Report N°46, 18 February 2003 (also available in Russian) 
Tajikistan: A Roadmap for Development, Asia Report N°51, 
24 April 2003 
Central Asia: A Last Chance for Change, Asia Briefing Paper, 
29 April 2003 
Radical Islam in Central Asia: Responding to Hizb ut-Tahrir, 
Asia Report N°58, 30 June 2003 
Central Asia: Islam and the State, Asia Report N°59, 10 July 
2003 
Youth in Central Asia: Losing the New Generation, Asia 
Report N°66, 31 October 2003 

INDONESIA 

Indonesia’s Crisis: Chronic but not Acute, Asia Report N°6, 
31 May 2000 
Indonesia’s Maluku Crisis: The Issues, Indonesia Briefing, 
19 July 2000 
Indonesia: Keeping the Military Under Control, Asia Report 
N°9, 5 September 2000 (also available in Indonesian) 
Aceh: Escalating Tension, Indonesia Briefing, 7 December 2000 
Indonesia: Overcoming Murder and Chaos in Maluku, Asia 
Report N°10, 19 December 2000 
Indonesia: Impunity Versus Accountability for Gross Human 
Rights Violations, Asia Report N°12, 2 February 2001 
Indonesia: National Police Reform, Asia Report N°13, 20 
February 2001 (also available in Indonesian) 
Indonesia's Presidential Crisis, Indonesia Briefing, 21 February 
2001 
Bad Debt: The Politics of Financial Reform in Indonesia, 
Asia Report N°15, 13 March 2001 
Indonesia’s Presidential Crisis: The Second Round, Indonesia 
Briefing, 21 May 2001 
Aceh: Why Military Force Won’t Bring Lasting Peace, Asia 
Report N°17, 12 June 2001 (also available in Indonesian) 
Aceh: Can Autonomy Stem the Conflict? Asia Report N°18, 
27 June 2001 
Communal Violence in Indonesia: Lessons from Kalimantan, 
Asia Report N°19, 27 June 2001 
Indonesian-U.S. Military Ties, Indonesia Briefing, 18 July 2001 
The Megawati Presidency, Indonesia Briefing, 10 September 
2001 
Indonesia: Ending Repression in Irian Jaya, Asia Report 
N°23, 20 September 2001 
Indonesia: Violence and Radical Muslims, Indonesia Briefing, 
10 October 2001 
Indonesia: Next Steps in Military Reform, Asia Report N°24, 
11 October 2001 
Indonesia: Natural Resources and Law Enforcement, Asia 
Report N°29, 20 December 2001 (also available in Indonesian) 
Indonesia: The Search for Peace in Maluku, Asia Report 
N°31, 8 February 2002 
Aceh: Slim Chance for Peace, Indonesia Briefing, 27 March 2002 

http://www.crisisweb.org/home/index.cfm?id=2293&l=1
http://www.crisisweb.org/home/index.cfm?id=2417&l=1
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Indonesia: The Implications of the Timor Trials, Indonesia 
Briefing, 8 May 2002 
Resuming U.S.-Indonesia Military Ties, Indonesia Briefing, 
21 May 2002 
Al-Qaeda in Southeast Asia: The case of the “Ngruki 
Network” in Indonesia, Indonesia Briefing, 8 August 2002 
Indonesia: Resources And Conflict In Papua, Asia Report 
N°39, 13 September 2002 
Tensions on Flores: Local Symptoms of National Problems, 
Indonesia Briefing, 10 October 2002 
Impact of the Bali Bombings, Indonesia Briefing, 24 October 
2002 
Indonesia Backgrounder: How The Jemaah Islamiyah 
Terrorist Network Operates, Asia Report N°43, 11 December 
2002 (also available in Indonesian) 
Aceh: A Fragile Peace, Asia Report N°47, 27 February 2003 
(also available in Indonesian) 
Dividing Papua: How Not To Do It, Asia Briefing Paper, 9 
April 2003 (also available in Indonesian) 
Aceh: Why The Military Option Still Won’t Work, Indonesia 
Briefing Paper, 9 May 2003 (also available in Indonesian) 
Indonesia: Managing Decentralisation and Conflict in 
South Sulawesi, Asia Report N°60, 18 July 2003 
Aceh: How Not to Win Hearts and Minds, Indonesia Briefing 
Paper, 23 July 2003 
Jemaah Islamiyah in South East Asia: Damaged but Still 
Dangerous, Asia Report N°63, 26 August 2003 
The Perils of Private Security in Indonesia: Civilians Guards 
on Bali and Lombok, Asia Report N°67, 7 November 2003 

MYANMAR 

Burma/Myanmar: How Strong is the Military Regime? Asia 
Report N°11, 21 December 2000 
Myanmar: The Role of Civil Society, Asia Report N°27, 6 
December 2001 
Myanmar: The Military Regime’s View of the World, Asia 
Report N°28, 7 December 2001 
Myanmar: The Politics of Humanitarian Aid, Asia Report 
N°32, 2 April 2002 
Myanmar: The HIV/AIDS Crisis, Myanmar Briefing, 2 April 
2002 
Myanmar: The Future of the Armed Forces, Asia Briefing, 27 
September 2002 
Myanmar Backgrounder: Ethnic Minority Politics, Asia Report 
N°52, 7 May 2003 

TAIWAN STRAIT 

Taiwan Strait I: What’s Left of ‘One China’?, Asia Report 
N°53, 6 June 2003 
Taiwan Strait II: The Risk of War, Asia Report N°54, 6 June 
2003 
Taiwan Strait III: The Chance of Peace, Asia Report N°55, 6 
June 2003 

NORTH KOREA 

North Korea: A Phased Negotiation Strategy, Asia Report N°61, 
1 August 2003 
 

EUROPE∗

ALBANIA 

Albania: State of the Nation, Balkans Report N°87, 1 March 
2000 
Albania’s Local Elections, A test of Stability and Democracy, 
Balkans Briefing, 25 August 2000 
Albania: The State of the Nation 2001, Balkans Report Nº111, 
25 May 2001 
Albania’s Parliamentary Elections 2001, Balkans Briefing, 
23 August 2001 
Albania: State of the Nation 2003, Balkans Report N°140, 11 
March 2003 

BOSNIA 

Denied Justice: Individuals Lost in a Legal Maze, Balkans 
Report N°86, 23 February 2000 
European Vs. Bosnian Human Rights Standards, Handbook 
Overview, 14 April 2000 
Reunifying Mostar: Opportunities for Progress, Balkans Report 
N°90, 19 April 2000 
Bosnia’s Municipal Elections 2000: Winners and Losers, 
Balkans Report N°91, 28 April 2000 
Bosnia’s Refugee Logjam Breaks: Is the International 
Community Ready? Balkans Report N°95, 31 May 2000 
War Criminals in Bosnia’s Republika Srpska, Balkans Report 
N°103, 2 November 2000 
Bosnia’s November Elections: Dayton Stumbles, Balkans 
Report N°104, 18 December 2000 
Turning Strife to Advantage: A Blueprint to Integrate the 
Croats in Bosnia and Herzegovina, Balkans Report N°106, 
15 March 2001 
No Early Exit: NATO’s Continuing Challenge in Bosnia, 
Balkans Report N°110, 22 May 2001  
Bosnia's Precarious Economy: Still Not Open For Business; 
Balkans Report N°115, 7 August 2001 (also available in 
Bosnian) 
The Wages of Sin: Confronting Bosnia’s Republika Srpska, 
Balkans Report N°118, 8 October 2001 (also available in 
Bosnian) 
Bosnia: Reshaping the International Machinery, Balkans 
Report N°121, 29 November 2001 (also available in Bosnian) 
Courting Disaster: The Misrule of Law in Bosnia & 
Herzegovina, Balkans Report N°127, 26 March 2002 (also 
available in Bosnian) 

 
 
∗ Reports in the Europe Program were numbered as ICG 
Balkans Reports until 12 August 2003 when the first Moldova 
report was issued at which point series nomenclature but not 
numbers was changed. 
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Implementing Equality: The "Constituent Peoples" Decision 
in Bosnia & Herzegovina, Balkans Report N°128, 16 April 
2002 (also available in Bosnian) 
Policing the Police in Bosnia: A Further Reform Agenda, 
Balkans Report N°130, 10 May 2002 (also available in Bosnian) 
Bosnia's Alliance for (Smallish) Change, Balkans Report 
N°132, 2 August 2002 (also available in Bosnian) 
The Continuing Challenge Of Refugee Return In Bosnia & 
Herzegovina, Balkans Report N°137, 13 December 2002 (also 
available in Bosnian) 
Bosnia’s BRCKO: Getting In, Getting On And Getting Out, 
Balkans Report N°144, 2 June 2003 
Bosnia’s Nationalist Governments: Paddy Ashdown and the 
Paradoxes of State Building, Balkans Report N°146, 22 July 
2003 
Building Bridges in Mostar, Europe Report N°150, 20 
November 2003 

CROATIA 

Facing Up to War Crimes, Balkans Briefing, 16 October 2001 
A Half-Hearted Welcome: Refugee Return to Croatia, Balkans 
Report N°138, 13 December 2002 (also available in Serbo-
Croat) 

KOSOVO 

Kosovo Albanians in Serbian Prisons: Kosovo’s Unfinished 
Business, Balkans Report N°85, 26 January 2000 
What Happened to the KLA? Balkans Report N°88, 3 March 
2000 
Kosovo’s Linchpin: Overcoming Division in Mitrovica, 
Balkans Report N°96, 31 May 2000 
Reality Demands: Documenting Violations of International 
Humanitarian Law in Kosovo 1999, Balkans Report, 27 June 
2000 
Elections in Kosovo: Moving Toward Democracy? Balkans 
Report N°97, 7 July 2000 
Kosovo Report Card, Balkans Report N°100, 28 August 2000 
Reaction in Kosovo to Kostunica’s Victory, Balkans Briefing, 
10 October 2000 
Religion in Kosovo, Balkans Report N°105, 31 January 2001 
Kosovo: Landmark Election, Balkans Report N°120, 21 
November 2001 (also available in Albanian and Serbo-Croat) 
Kosovo: A Strategy for Economic Development, Balkans Report 
N°123, 19 December 2001 (also available in Serbo-Croat) 
A Kosovo Roadmap: I. Addressing Final Status, Balkans 
Report N°124, 28 February 2002 (also available in Albanian and 
Serbo-Croat) 
A Kosovo Roadmap: II. Internal Benchmarks, Balkans Report 
N°125, 1 March 2002 (also available in Albanian and Serbo-
Croat) 
UNMIK’s Kosovo Albatross: Tackling Division in Mitrovica, 
Balkans Report N°131, 3 June 2002 (also available in Albanian 
and Serbo-Croat) 
Finding the Balance: The Scales of Justice in Kosovo, Balkans 
Report N°134, 12 September 2002 

Return to Uncertainty: Kosovo’s Internally Displaced and The 
Return Process, Balkans Report N°139, 13 December 2002 (also 
available in Albanian and Serbo-Croat) 
Kosovo’s Ethnic Dilemma: The Need for a Civic Contract, 
Balkans Report N°143, 28 May 2003 (also available in Albanian 
and Serbo-Croat) 
Two to Tango: An Agenda for the New Kosovo SRS, Europe 
Report N°148, 3 September 2003 

CAUCASUS 

Georgia: What Now?, Europe Report N°I51, 3 December 2003 

MACEDONIA 

Macedonia’s Ethnic Albanians: Bridging the Gulf, Balkans 
Report N°98, 2 August 2000 
Macedonia Government Expects Setback in Local Elections, 
Balkans Briefing, 4 September 2000 
The Macedonian Question: Reform or Rebellion, Balkans 
Report N°109, 5 April 2001 
Macedonia: The Last Chance for Peace, Balkans Report 
N°113, 20 June 2001 
Macedonia: Still Sliding, Balkans Briefing, 27 July 2001 
Macedonia: War on Hold, Balkans Briefing, 15 August 2001 
Macedonia: Filling the Security Vacuum, Balkans Briefing, 
8 September 2001 
Macedonia’s Name: Why the Dispute Matters and How to 
Resolve It, Balkans Report N°122, 10 December 2001 (also 
available in Serbo-Croat) 
Macedonia’s Public Secret: How Corruption Drags The 
Country Down, Balkans Report N°133, 14 August 2002 (also 
available in Macedonian) 
Moving Macedonia Toward Self-Sufficiency: A New Security 
Approach for NATO and the EU, Balkans Report N°135, 15 
November 2002 (also available in Macedonian) 
Macedonia: No Room for Complacency, Europe Report N°149, 
23 October 2003 

MOLDOVA 

Moldova: No Quick Fix, Europe Report N°147, 12 August 2003 

MONTENEGRO 

Montenegro: In the Shadow of the Volcano, Balkans Report 
N°89, 21 March 2000 
Montenegro’s Socialist People’s Party: A Loyal Opposition? 
Balkans Report N°92, 28 April 2000 
Montenegro’s Local Elections: Testing the National 
Temperature, Background Briefing, 26 May 2000 
Montenegro: Which way Next? Balkans Briefing, 30 November 
2000 
Montenegro: Settling for Independence? Balkans Report 
N°107, 28 March 2001 
Montenegro: Time to Decide, a Pre-Election Briefing, 
Balkans Briefing, 18 April 2001 
Montenegro: Resolving the Independence Deadlock, Balkans 
Report N°114, 1 August 2001 
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Still Buying Time: Montenegro, Serbia and the European 
Union, Balkans Report N°129, 7 May 2002 (also available in 
Serbian) 
A Marriage of Inconvenience: Montenegro 2003, Balkans 
Report N°142, 16 April 2003 

SERBIA 

Serbia’s Embattled Opposition, Balkans Report N°94, 30 May 
2000 
Serbia’s Grain Trade: Milosevic’s Hidden Cash Crop, Balkans 
Report N°93, 5 June 2000 
Serbia: The Milosevic Regime on the Eve of the September 
Elections, Balkans Report N°99, 17 August 2000 
Current Legal Status of the Republic of Yugoslavia (FRY) 
and of Serbia and Montenegro, Balkans Report N°101, 19 
September 2000 
Yugoslavia’s Presidential Election: The Serbian People’s 
Moment of Truth, Balkans Report N°102, 19 September 2000 
Sanctions against the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, 
Balkans Briefing, 10 October 2000 
Serbia on the Eve of the December Elections, Balkans 
Briefing, 20 December 2000 
A Fair Exchange: Aid to Yugoslavia for Regional Stability, 
Balkans Report N°112, 15 June 2001 
Peace in Presevo: Quick Fix or Long-Term Solution? Balkans 
Report N°116, 10 August 2001  
Serbia’s Transition: Reforms Under Siege, Balkans Report 
N°117, 21 September 2001 (also available in Serbo-Croat) 
Belgrade’s Lagging Reform: Cause for International Concern, 
Balkans Report N°126, 7 March 2002 (also available in 
Serbo-Croat) 
Serbia: Military Intervention Threatens Democratic Reform, 
Balkans Briefing, 28 March 2002 (also available in Serbo-
Croat) 
Fighting To Control Yugoslavia’s Military, Balkans Briefing, 
12 July 2002 
Arming Saddam: The Yugoslav Connection, Balkans Report 
N°136, 3 December 2002 
Serbia After Djindjic, Balkans Report N°141, 18 March 2003 
Serbian Reform Stalls Again, Balkans Report N°145, 17 July 
2003 
Southern Serbia’s Fragile Peace, Europe Report N°I52, 9 
December 2003 

REGIONAL REPORTS 

After Milosevic: A Practical Agenda for Lasting Balkans 
Peace, Balkans Report N°108, 26 April 2001 
Milosevic in The Hague: What it Means for Yugoslavia and 
the Region, Balkans Briefing, 6 July 2001 
Bin Laden and the Balkans: The Politics of Anti-Terrorism, 
Balkans Report N°119, 9 November 2001 
Thessaloniki and After I: The EU’s Balkan Agenda, Europe 
Briefing, June 20 2003. 
Thessaloniki and After II: The EU and Bosnia, Europe Briefing, 
20 June 2003. 
Thessaloniki and After III: The EU, Serbia, Montenegro 
and Kosovo, Europe Briefing, 20 June 2003 

LATIN AMERICA 

Colombia's Elusive Quest for Peace, Latin America Report 
N°1, 26 March 2002 (also available in Spanish) 
The 10 March 2002 Parliamentary Elections in Colombia, Latin 
America Briefing, 17 April 2002 (also available in Spanish) 
The Stakes in the Presidential Election in Colombia, Latin 
America Briefing, 22 May 2002 (also available in Spanish) 
Colombia: The Prospects for Peace with the ELN, Latin 
America Report N°2, 4 October 2002 (also available in Spanish) 
Colombia: Will Uribe’s Honeymoon Last?, Latin America 
Briefing, 19 December 2002 (also available in Spanish) 
Colombia and its Neighbours: The Tentacles of Instability, 
Latin America Report N°3, 8 April 2003 (also available in 
Spanish and Portuguese) 
Colombia’s Humanitarian Crisis, Latin America Report N°4, 
9 July 2003 (also available in Spanish) 
Colombia: Negotiating with the Paramilitaries, Latin America 
Report N°5, 16 September 2003 
Colombia: President Uribe’s Democratic Security Policy, 
Latin America Report N°6, 13 November 2003 (also available 
in Spanish) 
 

MIDDLE EAST AND NORTH AFRICA 

A Time to Lead: The International Community and the 
Israeli-Palestinian Conflict, Middle East Report N°1, 10 April 
2002  
Diminishing Returns: Algeria’s 2002 Legislative Elections,  
Middle East Briefing, 24 June 2002 
Middle East Endgame I: Getting to a Comprehensive Arab-
Israeli Peace Settlement, Middle East Report N°2, 16 July 2002 
Middle East Endgame II: How a Comprehensive Israeli-
Palestinian Settlement Would Look, Middle East Report N°3; 
16 July 2002 
Middle East Endgame III: Israel, Syria and Lebanon – How 
Comprehensive Peace Settlements Would Look, Middle East 
Report N°4, 16 July 2002 
Iran: The Struggle for the Revolution’s Soul, Middle East 
Report N°5, 5 August 2002 
Iraq Backgrounder: What Lies Beneath, Middle East Report 
N°6, 1 October 2002 
Old Games, New Rules: Conflict on the Israel-Lebanon Border, 
Middle East Report N°7, 18 November 2002 
The Meanings of Palestinian Reform, Middle East Briefing, 
12 November 2002 
Voices From The Iraqi Street, Middle East Briefing, 4 December 
2002 
Radical Islam In Iraqi Kurdistan: The Mouse That Roared? 
Middle East Briefing, 7 February 2003 
Yemen: Coping with Terrorism and Violence in a Fragile 
State, Middle East Report N°8, 8 January 2003  
Radical Islam In Iraqi Kurdistan: The Mouse That Roared?, 
Middle East Briefing, 7 February 2003 
Red Alert In Jordan: Recurrent Unrest In Maan, Middle East 
Briefing, 19 February 2003 

http://www.crisisweb.org/projects/showreport.cfm?reportid=863
http://www.crisisweb.org/projects/showreport.cfm?reportid=863
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Iraq Policy Briefing: Is There An Alternative To War?, Middle 
East Report N°9, 24 February 2003 
War In Iraq: What’s Next For The Kurds?, Middle East Report 
N°10, 19 March 2003 
War In Iraq: Political Challenges After The Conflict, Middle 
East Report N°11, 25 March 2003 
War In Iraq: Managing Humanitarian Relief, Middle East 
Report N°12, 27 March 2003 
Islamic Social Welfare Activism In The Occupied Palestinian 
Territories: A Legitimate Target?, Middle East Report N°13, 2 
April 2003 
A Middle East Roadmap To Where?, Middle East Report N°14, 
2 May 2003 
Baghdad: A Race Against the Clock, Middle East Briefing, 11 
June 2003 
The Israeli-Palestinian Roadmap: What A Settlement Freeze 
Means And Why It Matters, Middle East Report N°16, 25 
July 2003 
Hizbollah: Rebel Without a Cause?, Middle East Briefing, 30 
July 2003 
Governing Iraq, Middle East Report N°17, 25 August 2003 
Iraq’s Shiites Under Occupation, Middle East Briefing, 9 
September 2003 
The Challenge of Political Reform: Egypt After the Iraq War, 
Middle East Briefing, 30 September 2003 (also available in 
Arabic) 
The Challenge of Political Reform: Jordanian Democratisation 
and Regional Instability, Middle-East Briefing, 8 October 2003 
(also available in Arabic) 
Iran: Discontent and Disarray, Middle East Briefing, 15 October 
2003 
Dealing With Iran’s Nuclear Program, Middle East Report 
N°18, 27 October 2002 
Iraq’s Constitutional Challenge, Middle East Report N°19, 
13 November 2003 (also available in Arabic) 

ALGERIA∗

Diminishing Returns: Algeria’s 2002 Legislative Elections, 
Middle East Briefing, 24 June 2002 
Algeria: Unrest and Impasse in Kabylia, Middle East/North 
Africa Report N°15, 10 June 2003 (also available in French) 
 

ISSUES REPORTS 

HIV/AIDS 

HIV/AIDS as a Security Issue, Issues Report N°1, 19 June 
2001 
Myanmar: The HIV/AIDS Crisis, Myanmar Briefing, 2 April 
2002 

 
 
∗ The Algeria project was transferred from the Africa Program 
to the Middle East & North Africa Program in January 2002. 

EU 

The European Humanitarian Aid Office (ECHO): Crisis 
Response in the Grey Lane, Issues Briefing, 26 June 2001 
EU Crisis Response Capability: Institutions and Processes for 
Conflict Prevention and Management, Issues Report N°2, 26 
June 2001 
EU Crisis Response Capabilities: An Update, Issues Briefing, 
29 April 2002 
 

CRISISWATCH 

CrisisWatch is a 12-page monthly bulletin providing a succinct 
regular update on the state of play in all the most significant 
situations of conflict or potential conflict around the world. It is 
published on the first day of each month. 
CrisisWatch N°1, 1 September 2003 
CrisisWatch N°2, 1 October 2003 
CrisisWatch N°3, 1 November 2003 
CrisisWatch N°4, 1 December 2003 
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APPENDIX D 
 

ICG BOARD MEMBERS 
 
 

Martti Ahtisaari, Chairman 
Former President of Finland 

Maria Livanos Cattaui, Vice-Chairman 
Secretary-General, International Chamber of Commerce 

Stephen Solarz, Vice-Chairman 
Former U.S. Congressman 

Gareth Evans, President & CEO 
Former Foreign Minister of Australia 
 
S. Daniel Abraham 
Chairman, Center for Middle East Peace and Economic Cooperation, 
U.S. 

Morton Abramowitz 
Former U.S. Assistant Secretary of State and Ambassador to Turkey 

Kenneth Adelman 
Former U.S. Ambassador and Director of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency 

Richard Allen 
Former U.S. National Security Adviser to the President 

Saud Nasir Al-Sabah 
Former Kuwaiti Ambassador to the UK and U.S.; former Minister 
of Information and Oil 

Louise Arbour 
Supreme Court Justice, Canada; Former Chief Prosecutor, 
International Criminal Tribunal for former Yugoslavia 

Oscar Arias Sanchez 
Former President of Costa Rica; Nobel Peace Prize, 1987 

Ersin Arioglu 
Member of Parliament, Turkey; Chairman, Yapi Merkezi 
Group 

Emma Bonino 
Member of European Parliament; former European Commissioner 

Zbigniew Brzezinski 
Former U.S. National Security Adviser to the President 

Cheryl Carolus 
Former South African High Commissioner to the UK; former 
Secretary General of the ANC 

Jorge Castañeda 
Former Foreign Minister, Mexico 

Victor Chu 
Chairman, First Eastern Investment Group, Hong Kong 

Wesley Clark∗

Former NATO Supreme Allied Commander, Europe 

Uffe Ellemann-Jensen 
Former Minister of Foreign Affairs, Denmark 

Ruth Dreifuss 
Former President, Switzerland 

Mark Eyskens 
Former Prime Minister of Belgium 

Marika Fahlen 
Former Swedish Ambassador for Humanitarian Affairs; Director of 
Social Mobilization and Strategic Information, UNAIDS 

Yoichi Funabashi 
Chief Diplomatic Correspondent & Columnist, The Asahi Shimbun, 
Japan 

Bronislaw Geremek 
Former Minister of Foreign Affairs, Poland 

I.K.Gujral 
Former Prime Minister of India 

Carla Hills 
Former U.S. Secretary of Housing; former U.S. Trade Representative 

Asma Jahangir 
UN Special Rapporteur on Extrajudicial, Summary or Arbitrary 
Executions; Advocate Supreme Court, former Chair Human Rights 
Commission of Pakistan 

Ellen Johnson Sirleaf 
Senior Adviser, Modern Africa Fund Managers; former Liberian 
Minister of Finance and Director of UNDP Regional Bureau for 
Africa  

Mikhail Khodorkovsky 
Chief Executive Officer, Open Russia Foundation 

Wim Kok 
Former Prime Minister, Netherlands 

Elliott F. Kulick 
Chairman, Pegasus International, U.S. 

Joanne Leedom-Ackerman 
Novelist and journalist, U.S. 

Todung Mulya Lubis 
Human rights lawyer and author, Indonesia 

Barbara McDougall 
Former Secretary of State for External Affairs, Canada 

Mo Mowlam 
Former Secretary of State for Northern Ireland, UK 

Ayo Obe 
President, Civil Liberties Organisation, Nigeria 

Christine Ockrent 
Journalist and author, France 



Indonesia Backgrounder: A Guide to the 2004 Elections 
ICG Asia Report N°71, 18 December 2003 Page 32 
 
 

 

 

Friedbert Pflüger 
Foreign Policy Spokesman of the CDU/CSU Parliamentary 
Group in the German Bundestag 

Surin Pitsuwan 
Former Minister of Foreign Affairs, Thailand 

Itamar Rabinovich 
President of Tel Aviv University; former Israeli Ambassador to the 
U.S. and Chief Negotiator with Syria 

Fidel V. Ramos 
Former President of the Philippines 

Mohamed Sahnoun 
 Special Adviser to the United Nations Secretary-General on Africa 

Salim A. Salim 
Former Prime Minister of Tanzania; former Secretary General of the 
Organisation of African Unity 

Douglas Schoen 
Founding Partner of Penn, Schoen & Berland Associates, U.S. 

William Shawcross 
Journalist and author, UK 

George Soros 
Chairman, Open Society Institute 

Eduardo Stein 
Former Minister of Foreign Affairs, Guatemala  

Pär Stenbäck 
Former Minister of Foreign Affairs, Finland 

Thorvald Stoltenberg 
Former Minister of Foreign Affairs, Norway 

William O. Taylor 
Chairman Emeritus, The Boston Globe, U.S. 

Ed van Thijn 
Former Netherlands Minister of Interior; former Mayor of 
Amsterdam 

Simone Veil 
Former President of the European Parliament; former Minister for 
Health, France 

Shirley Williams 
Former Secretary of State for Education and Science; Member House 
of Lords, UK 

Jaushieh Joseph Wu 
Deputy Secretary General to the President, Taiwan 

Grigory Yavlinsky 
Chairman of Yabloko Party and its Duma faction, Russia 

Uta Zapf 
Chairperson of the German Bundestag Subcommittee on 
Disarmament, Arms Control and Non-proliferation 

 
∗ On leave 
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